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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Canbyhas invested considerable effort in workitgbest meet the parks and recreational needs of

the Canby communitylhis igeflected in a range of planning effortsncluding the Canby Parks

Master Plam which articulates a vision for parks and recreation in the community. Therewang

public interest in having a community center and sports field complex. Several dravgan

interest in the delivery of these services in the community including: the City of Canby, the Canby
School District, the YMCA, the Canby Area Park and Recreation District (CAPRD), and Canby Kids.
These organizations represekey stakeholdegroups ofthe community centeand provided

consider guidance throughout this study

As proposed, the Community Center will bB0a000 square foot muHlpurpose facility. The cost of
developing the Community Center is estimated at approximat&B/&8million to $.6.3million. The
Community Center would be capable of supporting a diverse range of athletic pursuits including
swimming, basketball, volleyball, aerobics, weight and strength training, and many others. The
facility will also have muHiise rooms, lockes, and showers. In addition to athletics, the proposed
facility will be able to support cultural emts, conferences and meetings.

Recognizing the need for detailed market information, the City of Canby contracted the University
2T h NB 32y Qa nning Workshoi (CRW) to Eohduct a market analysis and preliminary
feasibility assessment for the proposed Community Center and sports fields. This report presents
GKS NBadzZ Ga 2F /t2Qa Fylfteara | yR poppsaOf dzai 2y a
community center

FACILITY CONCEPT

Through an extensive planning and public involvement proc&B8Y developed a set gliding
principles with the intent of shaping the futumnceptto best fit the need of the Canby
community. Some of the key prinégs that shaped the Canby facility concept are:

1 Accessibilityg The future center should be available to all members of the community
regardless of age, gender, or physical ability

1 Affordability ¢ The cost of using the center should be low enough to emsgcess by all
members of the community

1 Safetyg The facilities should be equipped with all necessary safety equipment, and staff
should work to ensure a safe recreational environment

1 Program Diversity; Activities and programs should cover a bragectrum of the
O2YYdzyAailieQa AyiSNBaila

1 Energy Efficiency The building itself should be designed to use less resources for
lighting, heating, and cooling

9 Sitingg Determining whether the community center and sports field complex should be
located on thesame site influences the overall facility concept

These principles were then used to develop facility priorities. Major components of the Community
Center were identifiedhroughaninitial scopingporocessconducted in late 2008ee Table 1).
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Resultdfrom the Canby Community Survey suggest thatscoping process was accurate in
gaugingwvhat residensCesire in a community center. The survey results suggest a desire of
respondents for a yearound community pool and related aquatic activities. NHlirpose rooms
andindoor athletic activitiesanked the second and third most important facility components. This
implies that respondents have a preference for general use spaces and facilities that would allow a
variety of activities as opposed to n@specialized courts and facilities.

Vision for the Canby Area Community Center

The Canby Community Center is a full service recreational center planned to serve residents living
within the CAPRD district as well as provide a resource to residents of Clackamas County. Currently,
these communities in great need of aquatic facilities fitness facilities. The Canby Community

Center will meet these needs as well as become a strong center for the Canby area.

The center will be an open and inviting building accessible to all. Natural lighting will contribute to
the warmth of all spaes. The facilities will include an aquatics center with pool and therapy spa, a
gymnasium, a weight and fitness room, indoor track, rultipose room, locker rooms, and family
changing rooms. The indoor facilities will be integrated with outdoor pldietds. Ample parking

and a drop off area will be provided for the center. Offices and a reception area will be centrally
located for the staff to easily support all areas of the facility.

Table 1. Summary of Desired Features and Design Elements
Features Desired Design Elements Approx. Sq. Ft.

Indoor Pool Complex leisure pool, slide, play features, spa,
9-foot depth, 6-lane lap pool, fixed 10,600 - 21,150
poolside seating, family locker rooms

Gymnasium with Track 2 courts with divider, multi-use court,
climbing wall, fixed seating, 11.000 - 13.500
running/jogging track above gym ' '

Fitness/Cardio Area 5,000 s.f. minimum, cardio/strength
training machines, free weights, 5.050 - 7.500
stretching/core training equipment ’ ’

Group Exercise Rooms cushioned hardwood floor, well-lit, well-
ventilated, mirrored walls, dance bars, 5,050 - 7,500
sound system

Multi-purpose Rooms large room with dividers, kitchen, senior
lounge,teen area, childcare/preschool, 3 400 - 6,500
party rooms

Souce: Canby Community Center Workshop Minutes, 2@®W comparables analysis (sqg. ft. estimates), 2009
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FINDINGS: MARKET ANALYSIS
In this section wesummarizethe key findings of our market analysis of the proposed Canby
community center Followingis asummary of key findings from our research:

Facility Emphasis

The stakeholdergitially identified the facility as youth and famityiented. The survey and
demographic data reinforce that objective. However, survey results also suggest that respondents
desire a broad range of activities that engage people of all ages.

The survey data indicate that the aquatic center is the most important component of the facility.
This is not surprising, the market area has limited aquatic facilities that are dediaive general
public, and the primary facility, Canby Swim Center, is scheduled towithse two years

In addition, survey respondents indicated a strong preference for the facility to includathtatic
activities and spaces. Mujiurpose spae was ranked the second most important component of
the facility.

Target Audiences

Several demographic trends amelevantto the proposed facility. First, population has grown and is
expected to catinue to grow over the next ten to twentyears. Othethings being equal,

increased population equates to a larger base market and increased facility use.

Table 2 presents population data fGtackamas Countfanby, and the Canby School Distridte
primary market area for the community center is the CaSzhool District. While population
figures for the district will not be updated until the 2010 Census, we belisvenarket areawill
grow at about the same rate as tlwounty in the next five yeans around 2.0 percent annually

Table 2. Population Trends and Projections
Clackamas County, Canby, Canby School District

. Canby School Clackamas
Population S Canby

District County
2008 N/A 15,165 376,660
2000 Census 27,431 12,910 340,000
1990 Census 23,309 8,990 278,850
AAGR 1990-2000 1.64% 3.69% 2.00%
AAGR 2000-2008 N/A 1.62% 1.03%

Source:Forecasts of Oregon's County Populations and Components of Change,
20002040 Office of Economic Analysis, DAS

'yl f éaAaage Sructulestfoove &large increase in the poatibn of residents aged 50
yearsand olde over the past two decadesAt the county level, this segment of the population is
expected to increase rapidly in the next ten yeave anticipate Canby will experience similar
trendsd I a pdpulafian €didues to age, it will be important to offer programs that are
accessible to all activity levels.
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The population of youth in the Canby School District has grown at a steady pstyears. The
population of youth aged 1 17 years has increased apgimately 20% between 1990 and 2000.
We expect updated 2010 Census data will confirm that this trend has continued in recentAears.
growing youth population has implications for program offerings as well as demand.

Income level should also be considé when designing a facility to be accessible to all. Our
research indicates thalanby has a higher pengtage of low income residents compared to
Clackamas County. Developing a fee structure that allows access fimclonve members of the
community wil ensure that price is not a barrier for some.

Employment data we reviewed indicate that employment in the area is expected to continue to
increase. In general, employment increases are accompanied by corresponding population
increases.

Sports Participation Trends

Thesurvey results indicate that sports participation patterns in the market area are generally
similarto statewide patterns. Mny of the activities proposed at the community center are
moderategrowth activitiesandmany arealsohigh-participation activities both in terms of the
number of participants and the frequency of participation.

Emerging exercise activities like Yoga and Tai Chi appear to be popular in the Canby area. These
programs are beneficial to the design prams because they can attract a steady flowsérg
andprogram fees yet do not require activityspecific capital expenditures.

Additionally, activitieshat have seen steady growttke weightlifting, aerobic exercise, and
exercising with equipment arcompatible with the facility concep&ach of these activities
experienced significant growth at the national level since 2006-@%) High participation
activities are also compatible with the proposed facility concept. Activities like exengiging
equipment, swimming, and working out at a club draw approximately 1 million Oregonians
annually.

Competing/Comparable Facilities in the Local Market

/ t 2 ifvéntory of local facilities found only limited facilities available for community use in the
market areaMost of these facilities were privatelywned and cater to specific market segments.
Moreover, no facilities contained the variety of activities ffreposed Community Center could
host.

The lack of comparable local facilitegpports the need for theroposed community center. The
lack of facilities suggests that a community center that accommodates a range afasies
address unmet communityeeds andvould attract substanal use.
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CPW also conducted case studies of several community centers in the:r@gisnanalysis of

GO2YLI NI 6f Sé¢ FILOAEtAGASE LINPOARSR 1Sé& AyaArakdaa A

performance of community centeis this region.

Several trends surfaced in our review of the comparable facilities. First, all of the facilities in similar

sized markets included aquatic facilities, gymnasiums, and-puigose space. All of these
components are a part of the proped facility concept for the Canby Community Center.

Second, and perhaps more importantly, oalye of the facilities experienced full cost recovery
(Sherwood YMCA). In other words, it is common for similar facilities to not generate enough
revenue to coveoperating and maintenance costs. Cost recovery was generally 40 percent to 60
percent.

FINDINGS: PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT
¢tKAa aSOGA2y LINBaSyida G§KS TAYRA Y haud@eEtimated? Qa
construction costs, feeand financial performance.

Facility Cost

Based on facility costs of between®@and 825 per square foot, a 50,000 square foot facility will
cost between $3.8million and $5.3 million to design andbuild (see Tabl8). This assumes that
CAPRD will ehtify an appropriate site with easy access to services. A smaller facility would cost
less.

Table 3. Facility Cost Estimates?

Percent of Cost Per Square Foot
Cost Category Total Cost  $ 275.00 $ 300.00 $ 325.00
Land Cost n/a n/a n/a n/a
Architectural & Engineering Cost 8% $ 1,100,000 $ 1,200,000 $ 1,300,000
Building Cost 80% $ 11,000,000 $ 12,000,000 $ 13,000,000
Other Cost 12% $ 1,650,000 $ 1,800,000 $ 1,950,000
Total Cost 100% $ 13,750,000 $ 15,000,000 $ 16,250,000

Source: CPW, 2009

1 These estimates are based on the facility concept described in Chapter 1.

Because the facility reviewed in this analysis is only at the conceptual stage, some change in the
final construction cost estimate is inevitable. The final facility design should include much more
detailed construction cost estimates. These more dethdest estimates will include a lintem
analysis for various facility components. Tils result in a moreaefined cost estimate than the

cost per square foot method we applied.

1Comparablegacilities include: East Portland Community Center, Southwest Portland Community Center, Federal Way
Community Center, Lincoln City Community Center, and the Sherwood YMCA.
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Facility Use

The preliminary feasibility and cost recovery analysis sethain part, on assumptions regarding
facility use. The facility use estimates are shown in TabM/e estimate that the proposddcility
would receive between 90,000 and@,800 visits annually during the first feyars of operation

Table 4. Facility Use Estimates i Summarized Visitation Estimates
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

High Medium Low
Estimated Use Participation Participation Participation
Low 130,300 93,100 55,800
Medium 186,400 133,200 80,000
High 259,900 185,700 111,100

Source: CPW, 2009

Fee Structure and Revenue Estimates

Determining the appropriate fee structure is an important component of facility management. Fees
are influenced by market forces, the supply of qmating facilities, and a number of other factors.
Moreover, fees follow basic principles of supply and demand and can influence use. A community
center should have a fee structure that allows access for all members of the community, regardless
of economg status. Thus, the key issue is how to keep the facility affordable while still recovering a
significant percentage of operating and maintenance costs.

Table5 shows the amounsurveyrespondents are willing to pay per person per visit to use a local
community center. Nearl$8 percent of the respondents indicated a range of betweémid $L0.
The mean valueespondents indicated they would spend was approximately $5.

Table 5. Amount Respondents are
Willing to Pay Per Visit (Individual)
Amount Per Visit Count Percent

Less than $1 80 33%
$1.00 - $4.99 76 31%
$5.00 - $9.99 66 27%
$10 or more 24 10%

SourceCanby Community Center and Sports Field Complex Survey, CPW, 2009

While memberships and dreip fees make up a large percentage of community center revenue,

there are a number of other revenue sources that must be considered. These include program fees,
concessions, facility rentals, and charges for amenities like towels and lockers. Based on our
research of comparable facilities, we found that the average revenue generation per visit was
approximately $5.5@nd a range of 00to $6.00.
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Applying this agrage revenue per visit data to our visitation estimates yield agmssrevenue
estimate of about $4@,000 (based on about 80,000 visits), a medium estimate of abot@,8@0
(based on about 135,000 visits),daa high estimate of about $1,040 paseal on about 190,000
visits).

Operating and Maintenance Costs

Table6 shows average operating and maintenance (O & M) costs at comparable faci{ti&M

costs at comparable facilities averaged approximately $1.2 million annually. The highest category
of operating and maintenance costs was personal services followed by utilities, which accounted for
nearly 16% of total O & M costs.

Based on the average expense per visit of comparable fac{f$e80) total O & M ranges from
$730,000 (based on an pmximately 80,000 visits) to $1.7 million (based on approximately
190,000 visits) Ouraverage visitation estimate df35,000 yields total O & M costs of $1.2 million
and personal expenses afound $730,000.

Table 6. Average O & M Costs of Select Comparable Facilities

Category Amount Percent of Total
Personal Services $ 735,610 60%
Supplies $ 38,659 3%
Purchased Services $ 71,139 6%
Marketing/Public Relations $ 14,549 1%
Utilities $ 201,731 16%
Capital Costs $ 77,659 6%
Maintenance/Repairs $ 65,068 5%
Other Expenses $ 27,004 2%

Total Expenses $1,231,417 100%

SourceCPW, 2009

Preliminary Financial Feasibility Assessment

Our preliminary feasibility assessment suggests the facigyproposedwill not break even on
operating and maintenance costs (this does not include construction or cHpgtal costsuch as
land). Recognizing several uncertainties in this analysis, we developed three use scenarios
reflection high, medium, and low estimates of facility use and revenues and expenses (sef).Table

The three scenarios indicate O & M costoveries of betweed5 percent and 8 percent. The
annual revenue shortfall would be betwee@®),000 and $00,000. Revenues would range from
$400,000 to 4.1 million while expenditures would randeom between $£00,000 to $1.3 million

2 Certain facilities discussed in Appendix D: Comparables were omitted from #hysiardue to insufficient budget data.
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The operatingand maintenance costs and revenue estimates are based on the preliminary facility
concept, survey results and other data evaluated in this report. Because we are not reviewing a
specific facility on a specific site, the estimates should be consideradpraty.

Table 7. Preliminary Feasibility and Cost Recovery Analysis

Scenario C Scenario B Scenario A
Category (Low Participation) (Medium Participation) (High Participation)
Inputs
Visitation 80,000 135,000 190,000
Revenue Per Visit $ 5.00 $ 550 $ 6.00
Cost Per Visit $ 11.00 $ 9.00 $ 7.00
Revenues
Member Fees $ 161,954 $ 300,628 $ 461,570
Daily Admissions $ 109,296 $ 202,880 $ 311,492
Other Activities/Programs  $ 91,583 $ 170,001 $ 261,011
Facility Rental $ 6,660 $ 12,363 $ 18,982
Equipment Rental $ 11,834 $ 21,967 $ 33,727
Concessions $ 5384 $ 9,995 $ 15,345
Other Revenue $ 13,288 $ 24,667 $ 37,872
Total Revenues $ 400,000 $ 742500 $ 1,140,000
Expenses
Personal Services $ 525,684 $ 725,803 $ 794,500
Supplies $ 27,627 $ 38,144 $ 41,754
Purchased Services $ 50,837 $ 70,190 $ 76,834
Marketing/Public Relations $ 10,397 $ 14,355 $ 15,714
Utilities $ 144,161 $ 199,041 $ 217,880
Other Expenses $ 121,293 $ 167,467 $ 183,318
Total Expenses $ 880,000 $ 1,215,000 $ 1,330,000
Financial Indicators
Profit (Loss) (480,000) (472,500) (190,000)
Cost Recovery 45% 61% 86%

SourceCPW, 2009

Financial Risk Factors

As with any project of this scale, there is a great deal of risk with respect to construction, operation
and maintenance. The results of ouepminary feasibility analysis suggest that costs are likely to
exceed revenues by between 14 and 55 percent. This is typical for facilities such as the proposed
community center.

Based on our research, we identified several areas that have potentiatfalaisk. These are
discussed in more detail below:

Facility Design and Construction Costs
Design the facility with functionality in mind. The building design has a significant impact on facility
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costs. Review of comparables suggests tatstructioncosts fora 50,000 square foot facility for
between $2Z5 and 825 per square footThe key issue is to strike a balance between cost, quality
and amenity that is supported by area residents.

Aquatic center costs account for the largest percentage ofitiacibnstruction cost. Depending on
features and upgrades, aquatic center cost varies. Based on comparable facilities and the
preliminary design program, we anticipate the construction of the aquatitece¢a be between $6
and $7 miiors. This equatesat nearly half of the overadlonstruction cost of the center, and is
driven primarily by material costs and design.

Fee Structure

Fees follow basic rules of supply and demand. Selecting an appropriate fee structure will impact
both use and revenued-ees that are too high will tend to discourage facility use and facility
revenues. Fees that are too low will reduce revenues and increase the amount of subsidy needed
to break even. Fees should be structured to accommodate the broad range of expsetsd u

Facility Staffing

Our analysis indicates that personnel expenses are typically the largest single expense category for
this type of facility. An overstaffed facility will lead to unnecessary costs. Conversely, an
understaffed facility will be pooylmaintained and supervised and may lack programs users

consider essential and may discourage uaaalysis of comparable facilities showed that staff costs
were not drastically influenced by attendance. While additionaliare and seasonal staff are
required as attendance increases, our analysis showstliese positions are less costly relative to

the fixed costs of administrative personnel.

Facility Maintenance

Survey respondents clearly indicated that a wedlintained and managed facility wassestial to

their use decisions. Thus, the facility should be kept clean and equipment should be maintained as
needed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of this study suggest that market demand in the Canby area can support a community
center. Additionally, this facility may be financially feasible proviiedccommunitycan identify
revenue sources to cover anticipated shortfalls and the obsbnstruction. However,

considerable work remains before a local community center can become a reality.

Based on our evaluation, CPW recommends a facility of approximately 50,000 square feet with the
amenities described in the design program. We dbnecommend phasing development of the
facilityt the relative additional costs of building the naquatic portions of the facility are not
conducive to a phased development program. The survey results suggest strong support for both
the aquatic and otheelements of a community center.

3TheEast Portland Community Center finished construction on their aquatic center in 2009 at a cost of $733/sq. ft.
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Moreover, it complicates the process of financing the facility. If the region chooses to fund a portion
of the facility with a bond measure, there is a possibility that a phased approach would result in
failure of future poject phases. In short, we recommend the stakeholders work to communicate
how the full community center meets the broad range identified community need# just those

of swimmers.

Following are some recommended next steps timat stakeholdershould impément to assist in
the completion of this project. Note that the recommendations do not reflect any specific priority

or schedule.

1 Develop a concise project plan and schedule.

1 Conduct focus groups with potential users to further refine facility designripes.

1 Using the conceptual design program, create a conceptual rendering of the floor plan,
exterior, and site plan of the facility.

1 Initiate fundraising for design and engineering as soon as possible.

1 Prepare a request for proposals (RFP) fordasign and engineering of the facility.

1 Consider hiring a fundraising professional.

9 Establish a fundraising committee comprised of a broad esestion of the local
community.

1 Identify a preferred site (or sites) for the facility.

1 Develop anechanisn to cover operatingand maintenancecosts

1 Use the survey results to develop preliminary programming for the facility.

1 Continue working with a broad coalition of local groups.

1 Design and site the facility in a manner that allows phased expansion.
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CHAPTER |: INTRODUCTION

Canby has invested considerable effort in working to best meet the parks and recreational needs of
the Canby community. This is reflected in a range of planning effantduding the Canby Parks

Master PAnt which articulates a vision for parks and recreation in the community. There is growing
public interest in having a community center and sports field complex. Several groups have an
interest in the delivery of these services in the community includimg City of Canby, the Canby
School District, the YMCA, the Canby Area Park and Recreation District (CAPRD), and Canby Kids.
These organizations represent key stakeholder groups of the community center and provided
consider guidance throughout this study.

This study explores the feasibility of a muise community center and sports fields in the Canby
area. Thdacility concept is for an approximately 50,000 square foot rputposeCommunity
Center. The cost of developing the Community Center is esiirgtt approximatelyp13.8 million

to $16.3 million.

As a multipurpose facility, the Community Center would be capable of supporting a diverse range
of athletic pursuits including swimming, basketball, volleyball, aerobics, weight and strength
training, and many others. The facility will also have mule rooms, lockers, and showers. In
addition to athletics, the proposed facility will be able to support cultural events, conferences and
meetings (a more detailed description of the proposed facilitycem is presented in Chapter II).

The facilities would primarily serve households that live within the Canby Area Park and Recreation
District(CAPRD glthough they would be available to anyoifdne major user groups of tHacilities
will include local esidents, youth sports organizatioras)d the Canby School District

Recognizing the need for detailed market informatitivg City of Canbgontracted the University

2T hNB3I2yQa /2YYdzyAride tflFyyAy3d 22Nl akKz2L) 6/ t20 0
feasibility assessment for the proposed Community Center. This report presents the results of

/ t 2 &walysis and conclusions with respazthe feasibility of the facility and design elements

that will help attract users.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to assess demand for the proposed community center, to identify local
competing facilities, and to conduct a preliminary market &nencial feasibility assessment of the
facility. Specifically, this report:
1 Presents a conceptual design program for the community center;
1 Evaluates demand for a multiple use community center;
1 Evaluates the supply ebmpetingfacilities in themarket are;
1 Identify facility characteristics that would attract users; and
1

Presents a preliminary feasibility assessment of the proposed facilities.

4This report does not evaluate specific sites; a key issue facing the community is whethdodatecdhe community center
with a potential sports field complex.
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METHODS

Market and feasibility analyses must consider bo#mandfactors andsupplyfactors that affect

the proposd facilities. CPW designed a work program that focuses on these relationships and
gathers information on desired characteristics of the faciliti@sanalyze the market for the
proposed community center and sports field complex, CPW gathered a varig#gao Specifically,
we analyzed:

1 Demand IndicatorsTo examinalemand indicatorgor the proposed facilities, CPW
analyzed key socioeconomic trends, surveyed potential users, and assessed sports and
recreation patterns in the Canby community.

Our revew of socioeconomic trends is based on data from the U.S. Census, the Oregon
Employment Department, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, and demographic questions
from the CPWWadministeredhouseholdsurvey. This information helped us to describe and
analyzepopulation, income, and employment trends in Oregord the CAPRD market area
We also analyzed trends in the Portland Metropolitan Region and the Canby area. These
trends are important indicators of potential future demand for the proposed multiple use
sports facility.

We also reviewed data on sports participation patterns as described by the national
Sporting Goods AssociatioAsnual Sports Participation Survelpata from this survey can

be found in AppendiB. To better understandports participaton patterns at the local

level, we also distributed a survey by mail to 1,500 randomly selected households in the
CAPRD District boundaryrhe survey was designed to collect detailed information on sports
participation, desired amenities, potential usetbé proposed facilities, and demographic
information. Complete results from this survey can be found in Appendix

1 Inventory of Local Sports FacilitieCPWconducted an inventory of sports facilities in the
Canby area as one component of our supply analy@RBW researched existing and planned
facilities using online resources and telephone interviews.

1 Analysis of Comparable Facilitie€PWdentified five facilitiesin Oregonand Washington
that were comparable to the proposed facilities. The purpose of this analysis was to gather
information on use, facility configurations, and financial characteristics of facilities like the
proposed facility. The analgsbf comparable facilities is examined in more detail in
AppendixD.

1 Evaluation ofKey AmenitiesBased on data from the review of comparable facilities and
household surveys, we identified a mix of characteristics that are important to the success
of the proposed community recreation facilities. This analysis is primarily intended to assist
in refining a facility design that meets the needs and desires of the Canby community.

Finally, we conducted a preliminary feasibility analysis. Our feasibilitysassatis based on the
facility as proposed We present construction, operating, and maintenance cost estimates as well
as revenue forecasts. The feasibility assessment presempeaations brealevenanalysis.
Conversations with thécalofficials irdicate that capital costs will be generated from other
sources.

Figure 1 shows a conceptual diagram of our research methodology. It is important to note the
relationship between supply and demand factors in determining market share that the proposed
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facilities would capture. Additionally, market analyses typically provide information that can be
incorporated into the building design that can potentially impact market share.

Figure 1
Market Analysis

Demand Factors Supply Factors
AlLocal Population & Economic AlLocal Sports Facilities
Trends
ASports Participation Trends AcComparable Facilities
- User group survey Nationally
- Household survey
- Interviews with potential APlanned Facilities
user groups

Y

_________ ) = Market Share

Y Y

Preliminary Design &
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Financial Feasibility
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L]

Implementation Plans

____________
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LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

The analysis presented ihis study represents market and financial modeling based on the
performance of similar facilities. That modeling requif@d\Wo makeassumptions to forecast use
revenues, and expense®©ne key assumption concerns future economic conditions: we assume
that local and regional economic conditions will remain approximately the same as they are at this
timet we do not attempt to determine how majorrecession or other significant economic change
would influence use. Another involves marketing and managerogktiite facility: we assume that

the facility will be operated similar to other organizations we interviewed. If marketing efforts are
not effective, or fees increase dramatically beyond what comparable facilities charge, our forecasts
are likely to be todnigh.

For similar reasons, we must qualify our cost and revenue estimates. Because most revenues
depend on the amount of use, any assumption that affects use also affects revenues. Despite these
limitations, inherent in any forecast, we believe that ghk@cision of our estimates is appropriate

for the purposes for which they were intended: to develop a recommendation on the feasibility of

the community center and sports field complex as proposed and to help define and evaluate
preliminary design options

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

This report can be read on several levels. Readers who want a brief overview of the study's
findings, conclusions, and recommendations should read the Executive Summary or Chapter 6. The
body of the report is organized to dress specific markeelated issues and data. Finally, readers

who desire detailed data should turn to the appendices.

This report is organized into six chapters (including Chapter 1) and several appendices.

Chapter 2, Facility Concept and Descriptigef S& | RSGFAf SR SELX Lyl GA2Y
location, structure, facilities, and amenities.

Chapter 3, Market Area and Demartescribes demographics, including population, employment,
and income; national, state and local sports participatiantts; and results of the user group and
household surveys.

Chapter 4, Supply Analysgesents an inventory of local sports facilities specifically focusing on
basketball, volleyball and multiple use facilities. The inventory includes both public aatépriv
facilities. We also describe the results of a survey of comparable facilities in this chapter.

Chapter 5, Preliminary Feasibility Analygigesents a preliminary analysis of the financial aspects
of the proposed recreational facilities. We descrdmstruction costs, operating costs and
revenues, and estimate the level of use needed for the facilities to begak on operating costs.

Chapter 6, Conclusions and Recommendatignsvides an overview of the implications of the data
reviewed in this sidy.

The appendices present detailed demand, supply, and financial dgupendixA presents market
area demographic data. Appendipiesents sports participation data. Appendipresents the
household survey results. Appendipresents the comparable facilitie®ppendix E contains fee
structures for comparable facilities, agpendixF presentsdetailed construction costs.
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CHAPTER II: FACILITY CONCEPT & DESCRIPTION

This chapter presentsaverview d the proposed communitgenter, includingguiding principles,
desired amenities, and square footage rangeskiyelements of a community centeln short, it
presents a facility concept based on local desires and review of comparable facilitiest iBhus, i
intended to provi@ the reader with a local perspective on the proposed community ceamdr
desired amenities, as well as recommendations from comparable facilities.

FACILITY CONCEPT

The primary purpose of a community center is to offer programs and resources that erthance
social, cultural, and physical wling of those living within its service area. Additionally, a
community center serves as a tool for community development and can assist in bringing together
individuals from diverse backgrounds and age groupis with this general concept in mind that

the Canby community has identified a need for a community center.

Through an extensive planning and public involvement proc&R8Y developed a set gliiding
principles with the intent of shaping the futumncept to best fit the need of the Canby
community. Some of the key principles that shaped the Canby facility concept are:

1 Accessibilityg The future center should be available to all members of the community
regardless of age, gender, or physical ability

1 Affordability ¢ The cost of using the center should be low enough to ensure access by all
members of the community

1 Safetyg The facilities should be equipped with all necessary safety equipment, and staff
should work to ensure a safe recreational environmen

1 Program Diversityg Activities and programs should cover a broad spectrum of the
O2YYdzyAtlegQa AyiGSNBada

1 Energy Efficiency The building itself should be designed to use less resources for
lighting, heating, and cooling

1 Sitingg Determining whether theeommunity center and sports field complex should be
located on the same site influences the overall facility concept

The community vision is to construct and operate a community cearidrsports fieldshat provide
a range of amenities and programsrteeet identified community needs. It is important to note,

however, that as the proposed community center grows and matures, it is necessary for the

programs and activities to change as well.

Figure 21 illustratesa typicalcommunity centetife cycle. A the diagram shows, attendance
typically climbs during the Introductory and Growth stages until it plateaus at the Maturity stage.
The duration of each stage varies for each community center, althbagause theroposed

Canby centewill be unique to he area, CPW expectddt have a brietntroductory stage followed
by several years of steady growth in attendance.
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Figure 2-1. Life Cycle of a Community Center
The curve illustrates what attendance is like when a program is in that life cycle stage.

Each life cycle stage contains an unranked list of the programs that fall within that stage. For example, there
is steadily growing demand for all of the programs listed in the Growth section,
whereas attendance is declining in Gymnastics and Variety Sports Camps and Classes.

Aquatics

4—Attendance———p

I Team Sports )
| Fitness Social Events | Gymnastics \
Aquatics : Weight Training Community : Sports
| Yoga | Rock Climbing Building I Classes/Camps
Introductory Growth Maturity Decline

Source: Southwest Portland Community Center Business Plan, 2009 (adapted from original)

CoMMUNITY CENTER DESIGN GUIDELINES

Portland Parks and Recreation partnered vBERAArchitects to develop a set of Room Design
Guidelines for Community Centers. While some of the figures are out of date for the actual use of
community centers, the document provides some useful guidelines which can be used in developing
the Canby Communitgenter.

1 Open, inviting, and approachable to all citizens

1 Open design conceptclear visuals throughout center for orientation and security

9 Clear organization for control and security

91 Durable, low maintenance materials that can hold up to heavy use

1 Abundant natural light

1 Showcase internal activities to the surrounding community

1 Visual relief from exercise areas (view)

1 Energy conservation and recycled building materials (sustainability)

1 Multiple-use space over dedicated, singise spaces

1 Create a social cger (second living room) for the users. Foster social interaction, not
isolation.

T /NBFEGS I fFyRYFEN] GKIFIG SYo2RASa GKS aaSyas
context).

Other guidelines that are listed in the document include separating community spaces and active
spaces to control for fees, noise, and odors. Also, the control desk should be central to both of
these elements so that staff can watch the entrances to batilities. They recommend that child

care and educational facilities should be close to the staff at the control desk for safety reasons. The
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aqguatics office should also be located where it can overlook the natatorium for safety purposes as
well.

PROPOSED COMMUNITY CENTER AMENITIES

CPW identified the proposetcbmmunity center amenitiethrough series of public meetings, a
household survey, and research of amenities offered by comparable facilities. Thbiglights
the most important features that cameut of this process and the design elements that were
important to the Canby community.

Table 2-1. Summary of Desired Features and Design Elements
Features Desired Design Elements

Indoor Pool Complex leisure pool, slide, play features, spa,
9-foot depth, 6-lane lap pool, fixed
poolside seating, family locker rooms

Gymnasium with Track 2 courts with divider, multi-use court,
climbing wall, fixed seating,
running/jogging track above gym

Fitness/Cardio Area 5,000 s.f. minimum, cardio/strength
training machines, free weights,
stretching/core training equipment

Group Exercise Rooms cushioned hardwood floor, well-lit, well-
ventilated, mirrored walls, dance bars,
sound system

Multi-purpose Rooms large room with dividers, kitchen, senior
lounge,teen area, childcare/preschool,
party rooms

Source: Canby Community Center Workshop Minutes, 2008

This process also identified a number of preferes for building materials and general design
characteristics, shown in Table22

Table 2-2. Summary of Desired Building Materials and
General Design Elements

Building Materials Design Elements

CMU block walls Natural lighting with many windows
Stained and/or stamped concrete | Dropped ceilings

Bamboo floors/dividers Low maintenance landscaping

No tile in locker rooms Welcoming entry area

No bright white paint Refreshment area

Source: Canby Community Center Workshop Minutes, 2008

In an effort to prioritize the demantbr design elementand facilities Canby residents were asked
to rank the importance of several community center components as part of the CPW household
survey. This process helps to determine what the community feels is a mandatory amenity as
opposed toan optional amenity. The results of the survey reveal the follopmayities:

DRAFT:Canby Community Center Feasibility Analysis July 2010 Page |7




Priority #1¢ Yearround indoor aquatic center
Priority #2¢ Multi-purpose activity center

1
1
1 Priority #3¢ Indoor athletic activities
1

Priority #4¢ Support space and facibis

1 Priority #5¢ Special courts and facilities

These results suggest a strong desire of respondents for arlgead community pool and related
aguatic activities. Muhkpurpose rooms and indoor athletic activities ranked the second and third
most important facility components. Because of the strong demand for these types of activities, we
can consider their inclusion in the community center as mandatory. Establishing a variety of indoor
athletic activities can be further guided by sports participatitioimation that was collected in the
mailed survey. A summary of popular sports and activities is shown in Fable 2

Table 2-371 Sports/Activities participated in
during the last 12 months by survey respondents

Activities Number Percent
Walking 188 76.4%
Biking 114 46.3%
Strength and flexibility 103 41.9%
Running/Jogging 99 40.2%
Treadmill/Stair machine 91 37.0%
Weight training 91 37.0%
Bowling 82 33.3%
Arts & Crafts 74 30.1%
Golf 73 29.7%
Aquatics 67 27.2%
Aerobics 64 26.0%
Basketball 61 24.8%
Soccer 59 24.0%
After school programs 57 23.2%
Performing Arts 56 22.8%
Dance 51 20.7%
Swimming (laps) 48 19.5%
Yoga/Tai Chi 48 19.5%

Source: Canby Community Center &pmbrts Field Complex Survey, CPW, 2009

Popular activities like exercise walking, bicycling, strength training, and running/jogging can all be
accommodated with the inclusion of a cardio facility with exercise equipment. It is important to
note that approxmately 20% of respondents indicated that they took part in both dance and yoga
for recreation and exercise in the past year. These activities should be closely considered in order
to develop a variety of programs that appeal to the residents of Canby.

Evduating changes in sports participation trends will be important to responding to the changing
preferences of the community and will help guide program offerings. It is also important to choose
programs that are appropriate to the life cycle of the centé&s Figure-2 suggests, it is important

to offer emerging sports and activities during the introductory stage of a community center in order
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to generate excitement and increase attendance. Using this model, activities like yoga could be
used to attractvisitors and increase the use of the center.

PRELIMINARY FACILITY DESIGN PROGRAM

The facility design program presented in this sectiaroisceptual and preliminary in nature. It is

not a detailed, construction level program; rather it is intended toyide guidance to the

community as well as being flexible to respond to changes that might occur as the community

evaluates appropriate sitest KS FAYy I f RSaA3dy gAff RSLISYR 2y (GKS
budget, and several other factors theannot be assessed at this early stage of the planning

process.

Vision for the Canby Area Community Center

The Canby Community Center is a full service recreational center planned to serve residents living
within the CAPRD district as well as providesource to residents of Clackamas County. Currently,
these communities in great need of aquatic facilities and fitness facilities. The Canby Community
Center will meet these needs as well as become a strong center for the Canby area.

The center will ben open and inviting building accessible to all. Natural lighting will contribute to
the warmth of all spaces. The facilities will include an aquatics center with pool and therapy spa, a
gymnasium, a weight and fitness room, indoor track, rultiposeroom, locker rooms, and family
changing rooms. The indoor facilities will be integrated with outdoor playing fields. Ample parking
and a drop off area will be provided for the center. Offices and a reception area will be centrally
located for the stafto easily support all areas of the facility.

Preliminary Design Program

Based on survey results and review of comparable facilities, the local market can support a facility
of approximately50,000 square feet. To gain a better perspective on how spatedated in such
facilities, we reviewed the building configurations of comparable facililiables 24 through 28

outline the five important sections of the community center and give an area range for each
element of that section. These ranges sholoddused to give a general idea of the size of other
facilities and not used as exact guidelines.

Table 24 shows building support space, including reception areas, locker rooms, and storage.
Lobbies in comparable facilities are rather large to welcomowssand accommodate for heavy
traffic times. While locker room space is important, family changing rooms are becoming
increasingly important. Some facilities have up to six family changing rooms to allow families with
small children to have less worryaltt bringing children of the opposite gender into the locker
room with them.
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Table 2-4. Building Support Space, Area Range
Square Feet

Reception 300 - 600
Lobby 1,000 - 1,500
Locker Rooms 2,500 - 3,500
Family Changing Rooms 400 - 800
Custodial Storage 200 - 500
Total 4,400 - 6,900

Source: CPW, 2009

Table 25 shows administration space, including offices, break rooms, and supply rooms. The office
size will depad on the size of the staff at the new facility, and a larger staff or different office
requirements could necessitate more space than is allocated here.

Table 2-5. Administration Space, Area Range
Square Feet

Offices 500 - 1,000
Staff Break Room 200 - 300
Supply Room 200 - 400
Total 900 - 1,700

Source: CPW, 2009

Table 26 shows the activity space for comparable facilitest facilities allocated between 2,000

and 4,000 square feet for exercise/workout space and community/meeting space. Through
interviews with facility directors, CPW found that space allocatifmnfitness and exercisareas

were often insufficient, suggesting that a larger amount of spacelghmeiallocated to these

rooms. In a preliminary scoping meeting facilitated by CPW, a YMCA representative recommended
that the fitness area be a minimuof 5,000 square feet.

Table 2-6. Activity Space, Area Range
Square Feet

Fithess Area 3,200 - 5,000
Fitness Area Storage 100 - 150
Wood Floor Exercise Room 1,500 - 2,000
Exercise Room Storage 250 - 350
Total 5,050 - 7,500

Source: CPW, 2009

Table 27 shows the community space for comparable facilitt@gmnasium facilities account for
about 2025 percent of floor space. Most facilities reviewed had gymnasiwanesplose to 10,000
square feet which was also noted as insufficient
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Table 2-7. Community Space, Area Range
Square Feet

Gymnasium 11,000 - 13,500
Gymnasium Storage 400 - 600
Kitchen 750 - 1,000
Child Watch/Activity Room 400 - 1,000
Teen Room 750 - 1,500
Senior Lounge 750 - 1,500
Preschool Education Rooms 750 - 1,500
Restrooms 250 - 550
Total 15,050 - 21,150

Source: CPW, 2009

Table 28 shows the indoor aquatic space for comparable faciligsaverageaboutone-third of
facility space is allocatfor aquatic facilities. Aquatic facilities typically comprise from 10,000 to
20,000 square feet of floor area, and average about 12,000 squareSeste facility managers
have also said that this is not large enough for some markets, which is thenreagbe 20,000 sq.
ft. range below.

Table 2-8. Indoor Aquatic Space, Area Range
Square Feet

Natatorium 10,000 - 20,000
Leisure Pool 4,000 - 6,000
Spa 100 - 300

Pool Storage 300 - 600

Aguatics Office 150 - 300

Lifeguard Room 150 - 250

Total 10,600 - 21,150

Source: CPW, 2009
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SUMMARY

TheCanby Community Center will include a number of services and amenities includgiggatits
center with pool and therapy spa, a gymnasium, a weight and fitness room, indoor track, multi
purpose room, locker rooms, family changing roguwi$ice space, and a reception area

Table 29 shows a breakdown of the area ranges for a typiaalifia offering similar services and
amenities. The total area ranges from roughly 40,0QGts¢p nearly 60,000 sq. ft. with indoor
aguatics and community space comprising the largest portions of the facility.

Table 2-9. Total Facility, Area Range
Square Feet

Building Support 4,400 - 6,900
Administration 900 - 1,700
Activity Space 5,050 - 7,500
Community Spaces 15,050 - 21,150
Indoor Aquatics 10,600 - 21,150
TOTAL 36,000 - 58,400

Source: CPW, 2009
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CHAPTER |lIl: MARKET AREA AND DEMAND

The purpose of this chapter is ttefinethe primary and secondamnarket area and describe

factors that affect demande.g., usejor the proposed Canby Are@ommunity Center. We begin

by defining the primary and secondary market areas that the Center might reasonably expect to
attract users from. We follow with a discussion of demand factors that includes demographic
characteristics, sports and activity paipation rates, and results of the household surysge
Appendix X for detailed survey resultd)Vhile individually none of these factors will determine the
exact level of demand for the Center, they provide an indication of potential use.

MARKET AREA DEFINITION

The determination of market areas is an important step in the process of estinfatiigy use.

The number and type of residents, their demographic characteristics, and activity participation
patterns can be used to develop an overall estienat participation by activity for the market area.

Several market area definitions could be applied to this analysis. Market analysts typically define
primary and secondary market areaBased on input fronthe project steering committee, the
primarymarket areathe facilitywould serve includeall households withithe Canby Area Park and
Recreation DistrifCAPRD)oundary The secondary market area would inclieas within a 10

to 15-mile radius of the facility Map 1 shows th€APRDoundares.

The facility may draw some use from outsmfghe primary market area; however, we expect this
use to be mainly limited to reeational and athletic events. This is in part due to the way
community centers get funded, as collected fees will not beugihato support the facility. Since
taxes from the primary market area will be used to supplement the operations of the facility,
residents in the primary market arenill be the primary users of the facility
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Map 3-1. Primary and secondary market areas; primary market area is the Canby

Area Park and Recreation District boundary
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MARKET AREA

Demographic indicators help descrikey characteristics of households in tmarket area.
Population change, economic strength, and income levels all serve as indicatoosdér
community trendsand have implications for facility design and uS®W analyzed data on
population, employment, and income trends for Oregon, Clacla@aunty, and Canby. We relied
on a variety of data sources including the U.S. Census Bureau, the Oregon Prodgiattase
(www.OregonProspector.comjhe Oregon Employment Division, the Bureau of Economic Affairs,
and the Center for Population Reseasnid Census at Portland State University. A more detailed
analysis of demographic information is provided in Appendix A.

Population

Table 31 shows population growth betweel®90and 2008for Oregon, Clackamas County,
surrounding communities, and the CanBghool District. The data indicate that Clackamas County
grew at a slightly higher rate than the state in general between 1990 and 2008 (2.00% annually
compared t01.92% annually), and that the City of Canby grew at a significantly faster rate than
both (17.47% annually)lhe data from the 2000 Census is the most recent population data available
at the time of this reporfor the Canby School Distrid¢t.shows that with a growth rate of 1.64%
annually, the Canby School District is growing slower than &teack County and the City of Canby.

Table 3-1. Population Trends in Oregon, Clackamas County, Clackamas County
Cities, and the Canby School District, 1990-2008

1990-2008 1990-2008 1990-2008 2000-2008

Area 1990 2000 2008

Change % Change AAGR AAGR
Oregon 2,842,321 3,436,750 3,791,075 354,325 10.31% 1.92% 1.23%
Clackamas County 278,850 340,000 376,660 36,660 10.78% 2.00% 1.29%
City of Canby 8,990 12,910 15,165 2,255 17.47% 3.69% 2.03%
City of Molalla 3,637 5,710 7,590 1,880 32.92% 4.61% 3.62%
City of Barlow 118 140 140 0 0.00% 1.72% 0.00%
City of Oregon City 14,698 26,200 30,405 4,205 16.05% 5.95% 1.88%
Clacksmas Co. 160,123 176,290 178,176 1,886 1.07% 0.97% 0.13%
Unincorporated
City of Wilsonville* 7,106 13,991 17,940 3,949 28.23% 7.01% 3.16%
City of Aurora 587 660 970 310 46.97% 1.18% 4.93%
City of Hubbard 1,881 2,500 3,125 625 25.00% 2.89% 2.83%
City of Donald 316 620 1,025 405 65.32% 6.97% 6.49%
Canby School District 23,309 27,431 n/a n/a n/a 1.64% n/a

Source: 2007 Oregon Population Report Table 4. Population Estimates for Oregon and Its @odritiesrporated Cities:
April 1, 199auly 1, 2007 Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State University

* Portion of the City within Clackamas Co.
* Note: AAGR Average Annual Growth Rate

Table 32 shows the population by age group the Canby School District between 1990 and 2000.
The largest age group of residents is individuals agé#4®ut the fastest growing age group in the
district is people age 85 and over. Children under seventeen also comprise a large portion of the
population, but although their numbers are higher than the older age groups, their growth is
significantly slower. This has implications for the types of facilities that would be important to
include in a community center for all age groups.
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Table 3-2. Population Change by Age Category,
Canby School District, 1990-2000

Percent
Age 1990 2000 Change Change AAGR
Under Age 5 159 1,764 168 11% 1.01%
Age5to9 1,768 2,012 244 14%  1.30%
Age 10 to 14 1836 2,251 415 23% 2.06%
Age 15to 17 1,000 1,347 257 24%  2.14%
Age 18 to 19 662 646 -16 2% -0.24%
Age 20 to 24 1,233 1,307 74 6% 0.58%
Age 25to 29 1,423 1,340 -83 -6% -0.60%
Age 30 to 34 1,724 1,650 -74 -4% -0.44%
Age 35to 39 1,942 2,002 60 3% 0.30%
Age 40 to 44 1,907 2,134 227 12% 1.13%
Age 45 to 49 1,665 2,098 433 26% 2.34%
Age 50 to 54 1,178 2,026 848 72% 5.57%
Age 55 to 59 1,003 1,648 645 64% 5.09%
Age 60 to 64 1,071 1,168 97 9% 0.87%
Age 65 to 69 1,110 976 -134 -12%  -1.28%
Age 70 to 74 827 993 166 20% 1.85%
Age 75t0 79 605 933 328 54% 4.43%
Age 80 to 84 389 593 204 52% 4.31%
Age 85 + 280 513 233 83% 6.24%
TOTAL 23,309 27,401 4,092 18% 1.63%

Source: 2009 Canby School District Demographic Report

*Note: AAGR Average Annual Growth Rate

Table 33 shows the population projections through 2020 for Clackamas Colimgge data are

relevant because the provide a forecast of the age distribution in the County (no forecasts are
available for the CAPRD boundagcording to a 2009 Canby School District Report, certain age
groups are projected to experience significant grov@@ihder residents are projected to experience

over a 100% increase for residents between 60 andrddinger age groups (those under 20) are
projected to experience modest growth of between 5% and 35%. Two age group8 &ttl 5654)

are expected to decline in theert ten yearsCanby Schools have seen a moderate decline in past
years, but these projections show that this trend should be reversing with the increase in the school
age population, especially children under 10 years old.
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Table 3-3. Population Projections by Age Category,
Clackamas County, 2000-2020

2000 2020 Change 2000-2020 % Change 2000-2020

Total 340,000 460,323 120,323 35.4%
85+ 4,980 7,690 2,710 54.4%

80 to 84 5,535 7,031 1,497 27.0%
75to 79 8,185 12,797 4,612 56.4%
70to 74 9,031 20,427 11,397 126.2%
65 to 69 9,914 25,566 15,652 157.9%
60to 64 12,870 27,777 14,907 115.8%
55t0 59 19,382 27,644 8,262 42.6%
50to54 26,763 26,565 (198) -0.7%
451049 29,726 27,259 (2,467) -8.3%
40to 44 29,669 30,641 972 3.3%
35t039 26,156 37,345 11,189 42.8%
30to 34 21,829 36,583 14,754 67.6%
25t029 19,262 32,459 13,198 68.5%
20to24 18,638 26,430 7,792 41.8%
15t0 19 24,125 25,370 1,244 5.2%
10to 14 26,770 29,126 2,357 8.8%
5t09 24,959 30,080 5121 20.5%
Oto4 22,208 29,533 7,325 33.0%

Source2009 Canby School District Demographic Report

Table 34 shows households with children in Canby and Clackamas County. Though the percentage
of households with children is below 50% for both locasiom greater percentage of households in
Canby have children compared to Clackamas County. As Faldb®ved that there would be an
increase in the number of children between 2000 and 2009, this has implications for the types of
facilities that would bemportant at a community center. Children require specific amenities like

play fields for organized sport leagues and daycare facilities.

Table 3-4. Households by Presence of Children,
Canby and Clackamas County, 2000

Canby Percent Clackamas Percent
County
All Households 4,489  100% 128,201 100%
Households with people
under 18 years
Married Couple Families 1,434 74.6% 35,478 75.3%
Other Families 477  24.8% 11,098 23.5%

Nonfamilies 12 0.6% 552 1.2%

SourceU.S. Census Bureau

1,923 43% 47,128 37%

Table 35 shows households in Canby and Clackamas County with adults over the age of 60. Canby
has a greater percent of seniors than Clackamas County, including a higher proportion of seniors
living alone.The population of seniors is also supposed toaase significantly between 2000 and
2020, especially for people between the ages of 60 and 74. Seniors require different amenities than
other residents, including space and time for organized activities in exercise rooms and the pool.
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Table 3-5. Households by Presence of People 60 and Over,
Canby and Clackamas County, 2000

Canby Percent Clackamas Percent
County
All Households 4,489  100% 128,201  100%

Households with People

over 60 Years 1,304 29.0% 34,435 26.9%

1-Person Households 562 43.1% 11,766 34.2%
Family Households 709 54.4% 21,610 62.8%
Nonfamily Households 33 2.5% 1,059 3.1%

SourceU.S. Census Burea2000 Census

Employment

Table 36 shows labor force participation and unemployment for Canby and Clackamas County in
2008.Carby hada slightly lower percentage of its population that is unemployed%@.than

Clackamas County (5.4%) in 200&:re is projected to be no changethresepercentagesy 2013.
However, the most recent county unemployment information shows a different gactu

Unemployment in Clackamas County was at 11.5% in June 2009, which is a significant growth from
June 2008, a ongear increase of 6.3%. More recent unemployment numbers do not exist yet for
Canby, though there is reason eéapectthat they would be sintar.

Table 3-6. Labor Force Participation and Unemployment,
Canby and Clackamas County, 2008

2008 2013
Clackamas Clackamas
Canby County Canby County
Total Labor Force 7,981 211,185 8,715 228,069
Employed 7,598 (95.2%) 199,478 (94.5%)| 8,298 (95.2%) 215,383 (94.5%)
Unemployed 377 (4.7%) 11,353 (5.4%) 410 (4.7%) 12,303 (5.4%)

Source: Oregon Prospector, 2009; www.qualityinfo.org

Several employment sectors in Clackamas County have experienced growth sigdge2d@ble 3

7), most notably state government (10.7% AAGRY natural resources and mining (5.4% AAGR).
Other growing industries are education and health services, professional and business services,
construction, and leisure and hospitality. Three sectors have seen a dedjates im Clackamas
County since 2001: financial activities, local government, and federal government.
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Table 3-7. Clackamas County Covered Employment,
2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008

Industry 2002 2004 2006 2008 AAGR*

Natural Resources & Mining 4,364 4,904 4,812 6,029 5.4%
Construction 9,155 9,450 11,789 11,930 3.6%
Manufacturing 18,134 17,883 18,326 18,638 0.4%
Trade, Transportation & Utilities 31,463 31,804 33,324 33,321 0.4%
Information 1,647 1,596 1,678 2,070 2.6%
Financial Activities 8,158 8,404 9,013 7,836 -0.8%
Professional & Business Services 13,378 14,592 16,332 17,492 4.0%
Education & Health Services 14,159 15,304 16,205 17,641 4.4%
Leisure & Hospitality 11,793 12,383 13,036 14,554 3.4%
Other Services 5,444 5,536 5,589 5,550 0.3%
Private Non-Classified 83 54 67 79 0.0%
Federal Government 2,045 1,284 1,282 1,405 -5.0%
State Government 1,051 1,505 2,165 2,235 10.7%
Local Government 13,085 13,075 13,394 12,109 -1.4%
TOTAL 133,959 137,774 147,012 150,889 1.7%

SourceCovered Employment & PayrolBregon Employment Departmer009

*This figure is based on data from 2001 to 2008

Income

Table 38 shows that Clackamas County has experienced higher per capita income than Oregon

between 2000 and 2006, where Clackamas County has seen incomes up to 30% higher than those
throughoutthestaB® | 26 SOSNE /£ I Ol F Yl & /2dzyieQa AyO2YS K
where Clackamas County has a 3.90% AAGR and Oregon has a 4.70% AAGR.

Table 3-8. Per Capita Personal
Income, Oregon and Clackamas
County, 2000-2006

Year Oregon Clackamas
County
2000 28,096 36,568
2001 28,518 35,658
2002 28,931 35,316
2003 29,565 35,973
2004 30,621 37,631
2005 31,599 39,116
2006 33,299 41,378
Change 5,203 4,810

% Change 18.52% 13.15%

Source: Oregon County Econorridicators,
Oregon Employment Departmer2009

Table 39 shows thawhile Clackamas County has a higher per capita income than the State of
Oregon, the City of Canby has a smaller percent of its households in the highest income brackets
(over $75,000 peyear) compared to Clackamas County. It is projected that in 2013, a smaller
percentage of households will be in the bottom income brackets (below $50,000 per year) in both
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Clackamas County and Canby, implying that incomes are expected to increase owexttfinee
years.

Table 3-9. Total Household Income,
Canby and Clackamas County, 2008 - 2013

2008 2013
Clackamas Clackamas
Canby County Canby County
Under $10,000 4.0% 3.9% 3.5% 3.5%
$10,000 - $19,999 8.4% 6.1% 7.6% 5.3%
$20,000 - $29,999 9.4% 7.7% 8.5% 6.5%
$30,000 - $39,999 11.0% 9.3% 10.2% 8.0%
$40,000 - $49,999 9.9% 9.5% 7.9% 8.4%
$50,000 - $59,999 12.6% 9.4% 13.5% 9.7%
$60,000 - $74,999 11.6% 11.6% 10.6% 10.4%
$75,000 - $100,000 13.4% 14.2% 13.5% 14.3%
Over $100,000 19.8% 28.4%| 24.8% 33.8%

SourceOregon Prospector, 2009

Sports participation trends

Table 310shows the national sports participation data between 1998 and 2008. Certain sports
have sennoticeablegrowth in the past ten years, including weight lifting (6.4% AAGR), running

and jogging (4.8% AAGR), and working out at a sports club (4.0% AAGR). Sports that have seen a
decline in the past tegears include inline skatinglQ.1% AAGR), dahrowing (2.9% AAGR),

softball 2% AAGR), and volleyball. 9% AAGR).
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Table 3-10. Sports participation by activity, at least one time per year (in millions),
U.S., 1998-2008

Activity 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 AAGR
Weight Lifting n/a 22.8 25.1 26.2 32.9 37.5 6.4%
Running/Jogging 22.5 22.8 24.7 26.7 28.8 35.9 4.8%
Workout at Club 26.5 24.1 28.9 31.8 34.9 39.3 4.0%
Aerobic Exercising 25.8 26.7 29 29.5 33.7 36.2 3.4%
Exercising with Equipment 46.1 44.8 46.8 52.2 52.4 63 3.2%
Football 8.1 8 7.8 8.6 10.1 10.5 2.6%
Exercise Walking 77.6 81.3 82.2 84.7 87.5 96.6 2.2%
Bowling 40.1 43.1 42.4 43.8 44.8 495 2.1%
Soccer 13.2 12.9 13.7 13.3 14 15.5 1.6%
Tennis 11.2 10 11 9.6 104 12.6 1.2%
Swimming 58.2 58.8 53.1 534 56.5 63.5 0.9%
Target Shooting 18.9 16.9 18.9 19.2 19.1 20.3 0.7%
Camping 46.5 49.9 55.4 55.3 48.6 49.4 0.6%
Martial Arts 4.6 54 4.2 4.7 n/a n/a 0.4%
Bicycle Riding 435 43.1 39.7 40.3 35.6 447 0.3%
Basketball 29.4 27.1 28.9 27.8 26.7 29.7 0.1%
Racquetball 4 3.2 n/a n/a 4 n/a 0.0%
Billiards/Pool 32.3 325 33.1 34.2 31.8 31.7 -0.2%
Baseball 15.9 15.6 15.6 15.9 14.6 15.2 -0.4%
Cheerleading 3.1 n/a n/a 3.8 3.8 2.9 -0.7%
Volleyball 14.8 12.3 115 11.8 11.1 12.2 -1.9%
Softball 15.6 14 13.6 12.5 124 12.8 -2.0%
Dart Throwing 20.8 174 185 n/a n/a n/a -2.9%
Inline Skating 27 21.8 18.8 11.7 10.5 9.3 -10.1%
Wrestling n/a n/a n/a n/a 3.2 n/a n/a
Yoga n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 16 n/a

Source: National Sporting Goods Association, 2009

Table 311 showssports participation by active in Oregon for 2008. All of the activities listed are
potential activities that might take place at the proposed community center and sports field

facilities Listed next to these activities are the average participation gayyear by residents of
Oregon, compiled by the National Sporting Goods Association. Not surprisingly, exercise walking is
the most frequent activity with 103 participation days per year per persarrend that mirrors

national trends Other popular actities include running & jogging (90 days per year), aerobic
exercising (89 days per year), and yoga (67 days per year). Basketball and volleyball are the least
popular activities with 16 and 22 days per year respectively.
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Table 3-11. Oregon Sports Participation, 2008
Average Participation

Activity Days per Person

Exercise Walking 104
Running/Jogging 90
Aerobic Exercising 89
Workout at a Club 70
Yoga 67
Exercising with Equipment 64
Softball 63
Swimming 62
Baseball 60
Weight Lifting 53
Soccer 45
Football 43
Volleyball 22
Basketball 16

SourceNational Sporting Goods Association, 2009

Table 312 shows thesports participatiorof households in the CAPRD bound&om the CPW

survey Over threequartersof respondents indicated that they participate in walking as a form of
exercise, which is the largest percentage of any activity. Other popular activities include biking
(46%), strength and flexibility (42%), and running and jogging (40%). All of those activities can take
place in a community center. The least popular actigitiere squash (0%), rugby (2%), and

wrestling (2%).
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Table 3-12 1 Sports/Activities Participated in
During the Last 12 Months, Canby, 2009

Activities Number Percent
Walking 188 76.4%
Biking 114 46.3%
Strength and flexibility 103 41.9%
Running/Jogging 99 40.2%
Treadmill/Stair machine 91 37.0%
Weight training 91 37.0%
Bowling 82 33.3%
Arts & Crafts 74 30.1%
Golf 73 29.7%
Aquatics 67 27.2%
Aerobics 64 26.0%
Basketball 61 24.8%
Soccer 59 24.0%
After school programs 57 23.2%
Performing Arts 56 22.8%
Dance 51 20.7%
Swimming (laps) 48 19.5%
Yoga/Tai Chi 48 19.5%
Swimming (lessons) 43 17.5%
Baseball 42 17.1%
Football 38 15.4%
Pilates 37 15.0%
Tennis 37 15.0%
Softball 34 13.8%
Rock climbing 29 11.8%
Volleyball 29 11.8%
Water Aerobics 29 11.8%
Parent/Child programs 28 11.4%
Indoor Soccer 27 11.0%
Senior activities 26 10.6%
Track and field 26 10.6%
Frisbee (Ultimate, Golf) 24 9.8%
Equestrian 23 9.3%
Horseshoes 23 9.3%
Skateboarding 22 8.9%
Racquetball 20 8.1%
Marathon/triathlon 17 6.9%
Other (Please specify) 16 6.5%
Boxing/Martial Arts 15 6.1%
Gymnastics 12 4.9%
Rowing (incl. machines) 10 4.1%
Lacrosse 7 2.8%
Rugby 6 2.4%
Wrestling 6 2.4%
Squash 0 0.0%
TOTAL 246 100.0%

Saurce: Canby Community Center and Sports Field Complex Survey, CPW, 2009

The CPW survey also askemliseholddo list the topthree activities that they participate in the

most frequently, and to estimate the number of days they participated in those activities in the last
year. Table 43 shows these activities.ralatively large number of respondents indicated that

they, or someone in their householdjalked, played soccer, or swam at least twice a week.
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Additionally, respondents indicated that they participated in activities like yoga, aerobics, and
weight training at least three times a week. This suggests tldatoir activities that would be
supported by the proposed community center would be used frequently.

Table 3-13. City of Canby Survey, Frequency and Age of Participation
for Top 3 Activities

Number of Average Average Average
Activity Respondents Age Days Days/Week
Walking 98 36.0 160.1 3
Soccer 45 11.0 90.3 2
Swimming/Aquatics 45 21.9 79.8 2
Running 37 40.2 180.0 4
Biking 37 347 105.5 2
Baseball/Softball 30 20.6 89.1 2
Weight training 28 35.7 146.9 3
Basketball 27 18.1 105.3 2
Golf 27 44.0 45.0 1
Arts & crafts 26 31.4 137.0 3
Treadmill/stair machine 20 52.4 147.7 3
Aerobics 19 35.6 152.3 3
Football/Rugby 19 14.4 86.9 2
Dance 18 35.2 91.6 2
Yoga/Pilates 17 44.0 187.7 4
Equestrian 15 34.1 220.5 5
Strength & Flexibility 13 42.2 121.9 3
Exercise club 10 48.0 162.6 3
Tennis 10 20.5 76.2 2
Skateboard 7 21.0 226.9 5
Volleyball 7 19.2 136.5 3
After school program 6 8.8 57.8 1
Senior activities/Exercise 5 79.5 114.3 2
Racquetball 4 43.0 775 2
Hiking 4 47.8 18.5 0

Source: Canby Community Center and Sports Field Complex StiR&fy,2009
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KEY FINDINGS
The following is a list &eyfindings from thedemographic, economic, and sports participation data
presented in this chapter:

1 Canby has grown faster than Clackamas County and Oregon.

1 Population over age 60 is the fastest growing age group in C&hkglderlypopulation
of Canby will see growth over 100% from 2000 to 2020, especially people between the
ages of 60 and 74. As this population increases, the need for facilities to cdbeit
interest in activities increases.

1 Childrenunder age 1&ontinue to be a large portion of the population of Canby and are
projected to keep increasing number, despite recent enrollment decreases in the
Canby School District.

1 Canby has a greatpercentage of households with children and older people than
Clackamas County.

1 Canby showed a slightly lower unemployment rate than Clackamas County in 2008,
though information does not exist to compare the two with the most recent economic
decline.

1 Clackanas County has a higher per capita income than Oregon, showing that residents
of Clackamas County have comparatively more money to use on activities and a higher
tax base.

1 Both Clackamas County and Canby are projected to see household income increases
through 2013, though Clackamas County will still have a higher per capita income.

1 According to a survey of Canby residents, the most popular sports in terms to activity
days in Canby are walking, biking, strength and flexibility exercises, using a treadmill,
running, and lifting weights, all activities that could be done in a community center with
the appropriate facilities.

IMPLICATIONS

Several demographic trends are relevant to the proposed community center. First, population has
grown and is expected to ctinue to grow over the next ten to twenty years. Other things being
equal, increased population equates to a larger base market and increased facility use.

/ FyoeQa 3S RAAGNRAROMzAZ2Y KIF & AAIYAFAOIY(d AYLEAO
community center. With large, growing percentages of youth and senior citizens, the Canby
Community Center will need to offer a broad range of programsdpateal to all age levels.

Though Canby has lower per capita income relative to Clackamas County, income in both locations
is expected to increase through 2013. This has implications for the fee structure for the proposed
facility. Itis important to ate a fee structure that allows access for low income members of the
community but can still maximize cost recovery.
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CHAPTER 4: LOCAL FACILITY INVENTORY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the exisitivgntoryof swimming and community
centerfacilities in theCanbymarket areaAny existing facilities can be considered as potential
competition to the proposed facilities (e.g, teapplyanalysis)This chapter describes local facilities
that offer activities similar to those proposed at tlemmunity Center The supply analysis helps

to determine if existing facilities are sufficient to meet local demand and whether the proposed
Canby Community Center would capture a large enough portion of that demand to be financially
feasible.

LOCAL FACILITIES

Analysis of the supply of similar recreational facilities in the CAPRD district reveals that no facilities
currently exist thahave all of the facilities, amenities, and activittédghe proposed community

center and sports field complex. Howevievp municipal facilities provide some of the services of

the proposed facility which may cause an overlap of programs and services offered. These facilities
are detailed in Table-4 below.

Table 4-1. Local Municipal Supply, CAPRD District

Facility Name Amenities Programs Offered Additional Information
Canby Swim Center Indoor 25-yard pool with  Open swim, swim Facility is scheduled to
ADA lift, dressing room lessons, lap swim, adult  close
with toilets and showers,  and senior swim, masters
lobby, bleachers swimming, water exercise,
scuba lessons, youth
swim team

Canby Adult Center  Billiards room, cafeteria, = Meals-on wheels services, Facility does not offer

library, computer room, adult classes, tax exercise space/equipment
exercise room, multi- preparation assistance,

purpose room, library, health & legal consulation,

video lounge transportation services

Source: CanbParks and Recreation Master Plan, 2002

It is important to note that while the Canby Swim Center may appear to offer many of the same
aguatic services proposed for the community center, the facility is scheduled toiclgéé1and

will not create an ovdap of supply. Additionally, the Canby adult center currently provides a
number of services to the senior population of Canby, yet the facility does not offer exercise
opportunities. Coordination between the proposed community center and the Canby @Gelnder

is encouraged to ensure that both facilities offer unique programming and services.

REGIONAL FACILITY INVENTORY

As shown in Figure-4, regionainventoryof swim centers and community center is primarily
concentrated north of Canby in the PortlaMetro Area. Within the CAPRD district, only the Canby
Swim Center, soon to be closed, was identified as a compdcabipetingfacility. Even within a
ten-mile radius of Canby, only a few facilities exist that offer programs and activities simiterse t
proposed for the Canby community center and sports field complex.

Within this tenmile radius, or secondary service area outside of the CAPRD district, community
centers and pools exist in Molalla, Wilsonville, and Oregon K2ép. 41 shows the loation of
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these facilities, and Table2lsummarizes key characteristics of the facilitAs Table €

illustrates, none of these facilities provide all of the services that the proposed Canby community
center and sports field complex will offer. Additadly, the commute that is required undoubtedly
restricts portions of Canby residents from using these facilities.

Within a fifteenmile radius, the range of community center and swimming pool options expands
significantly. Locations in Woodburn, TigeBéaverton, and Milwaukie offer a wide range of

aguatic and fitness activities. Again, because of the distance of these facilities from Canby, they are
not considered to serve the primary market area.

CHARACTERISTICS OF LOCAL AND REGIONAL FACILITIES

As fiown in Table €, the majority of facilities have only one or two of the major programs or
amenities proposed for the Canby facility. Only one facility, the Southwest Portland Community
Center, offers all of the major servicpposed for the Canby Comumity Centerincluding a
swimming pool, fitness center, mulpurpose rooms, and access to sports fields at nearby Gabriel
Park.

Analyzing these facilities shows a lack of facilities offering a comprehensive recreation facility and
sports field complexdth in the CAPRD district and the surroundmarket area The limited

inventory suggests thdahe proposed Canby facility will help to meet demand for a modern, multi
use facility that is currently undesupplied in the region.
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Figure 4-1. Location of Local and Regional Pool/Community Center Supply
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Table 4-2. Local and Regional Supply Characteristics

Facility Name Target SW:Drr;r(r)w:ng Fitness Area Mug;zumr(z())se FSiZﬁjr(t:)
Wilsonville YMCA Child Development Center Youth/Child

Wilsonville Community Center All Ages X X
Molalla City Senior Center Seniors

Pioneer Community Center Seniors X X
Gladstone YMCA Child Development Center Youth/Child

Lake Oswego Adult Community Center Seniors X
Milwaukie Community Center Seniors X
Mt Scott Community Center All Ages X X X
Sellwood Community Center All Ages X X
Fulton Park and Community Center All Ages X X
Garden Home Recreation Center All Ages X X
Zimmerman Community Center All Ages X
Brentwood Darlington Community Center All Ages X
Estacada Community Center All Ages X X
Woodstock Community Center All Ages X X
Conestoga Recreation & Aguatic Center All Ages X X X
St. Anthony YMCA Child Development Center Youth/Child X
Southwest Portland Community Center All Ages X X X X
The Salvation Army Corps Community Center Youth/Child X
North Clackamas Aquatic Park All Ages X X
Molalla Aquatic Center All Ages X X
Oregon City Swimming Pool All Ages X X
Wilson Swimming Pool All Ages X

Lake Oswego Swim Park All Ages X

Woodburn Memorial Aquatic and Fitness Center | p Ages X X X
Tualitin Hills Aquatics All Ages X

Harman Swim Center All Ages X

Raleigh Swim Center All Ages X

Beaverton Swim Center All Ages X X
Sunset Swim Center All Ages X X
East Portland Community Center & Pool All Ages X X X
Matt Dishman Community Center & Pool All Ages X X X
Montavilla Community Center & Pool All Ages X X X
Pier Pool All Ages X

Sellwood Pool All Ages X

YMCA - Sherwood All Ages X X X
YMCA- Beaverton All Ages X X X
YMCA - Metro Area All Ages X X X
Canby Municipal Swim Center All Ages X

Source: CPW, 2009

CURRENT USE OF LOCAL FACILITIES
Based on the CPW household survegpondents indicated that they ugenumberof private,
public, and norprofit facilities in Canby to meet their recreational neeBsyvate facilitiegshat are
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used by Canby residents includechery rangs, bowlingalleys anddance studig. Specifically,
respondents indicated that they used th#ope Villag&ketirement Center, th&Villamette Valley
Country Cluland Pool, and Metro Gymnastics of Tigard on a regular basis.

A number of respondents indicated that thpgrticipate in team sportprovided by the Canby Kids
program. Another nosprofit facility that was respondents indicated they used to meet their
current recreation needs was thHeks Lodge gynasium.

Public facilities that were popular among survey respondents include Canby bikeapathise
fairgroundsfor events and horse ridingcanby Skate Park, Canby Adult Cendéexd theMolalla
River State Pankere also said to be used with regularity.

While each of these facilities meets a specific recreational demand for the respondents of the CPW
survey, the overwhelming response from thegey shows that despite currently using other
recreational facilities, Canby area residents plan to utilize the proposed community center and
sports field complex (See Appendix C).

PROPOSED FACILITIES IN THE MARKET AREA
CPW did not identify and pendingapis for similar recreational facilities in the CAPRD district, or
primary market area.

Outside of the market area, Portland State University plans to open a 100,000 $qoastudent
recreation center during the 2062010 school year. Additionally, Portland Parks and Recreation is
currently in the planning and design process for the Wagoin High Community Center in
southeast Portland. Final plans for this facility will be announced in September 2009.

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPARABLE FACILITIES

CPW identified five facilities in the same geographic region as the proposed GanbyGity

Center. Facilities were selected primarily based on the amenities offered, size and the year they
were built. Attention was also paid to the market size of eadiify, although accurate market

size data was not available in all locations.

The information collected from these facilities has been used for estimation purposes only. No
facility ¢ however similar it may be to the proposed Canby Community Ceritean exact match.
We have attempted to control for variation between these féei through our analysisCertain
information from certain facilities was excluded from the analysis offered in Chapter V if it was
deemed to be an outlier.

TheF2tt26Ay3 GlofS& &dzYYINAT S (KS NBadzZ Gae 2F /t 2
information from each facility was not available at the time of inquiry.

Size

Table 43 shows the size of the comparable facilities in square feet. The average size for community
centers in this analysis was 57,000 Bespite having the largest markatea, the East Portland
Community Center has the smallest square footage of the five comparable facilities.
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Table 4-3. Comparable Facilities, Square Footage
Name Square Feet Site Size (acres)

East Portland CC 45,000 5.7
Federal Way CC 72,000 10
Lincoln City CC 65,000 3
Sherwood YMCA 55,000 5
Southwest Portland CC 48,000 Not available
Average 57,000 59

Source: CPW, 2009

Building Costs

Table 44 shows the building costs for the comparafaeilities. Two of the facilities underwent
significant renovations/additions, which are shown under the original cost column and factored into
the 2008 inflatioradjusted cost. Using the adjusted cost and the square footage from Tehle D

the cost per sgare foot was able to be estimated, showing that the average cost per square foot
was $254.

Table 4-4. Comparable Facilities, Building Costs

Name Original Cost  Adjusted Cost® Cost per Sq. Ft. Year Built
East Portland CC 3:';5%06?(?0%((12909083)’ $15,454,714 $343 1998/2009
Federal Way CC $20,500,000 $21,325,664 $296 2007
. . $1,800,000 (1979),
Lincoln City CC $2,200,000 (2004) $7,859,801 $121 1979/2004
Sherwood YMCA Not available Not available Not available 1998
Southwest Portland CC $9,500,000 $12,299,420 $256 1999
Average $12,000,000 $14,234,900 $254 -

Source: CPW, 2009

1Adjusted cost is based on inflation data from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics and is adjusted to 2009 dollars
(http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl).

Visitation

Table4-5 shows the visitation numbers from 2008 for each of the comparable facilities. When
compared to the market area for each of the facilities, only the East Portland Communigr Gien
not have more visits in 2008 than the market area. The Sherwood YMCA had significantly more
visits than the other facilities, with 18 visits per capita.

Table 4-5. Comparable Facilities, Visitation
Market Area Visitation (2008) Visitation (per capita)

Name

East Portland CC 320,000 253,500 0.8
Federal Way CC 83,000 Not Available Not Available
Lincoln City CC 10,000 81,000 8.1
Sherwood YMCA 16,000 288,000 18.0
Southwest Portland CC 150,000 432,000 2.9
Average 115,800 263,625 7.4

Source: CPW, 2009
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Amenities

The amenities offexd by these facilities, as reported by community center managers, are listed
below. Each of the five comparable facilities has the following characteristics: aquatic center/lap

pool, gym facilities like weight rooms and basketball courts, and meeting rddost of the

facilities have senior centers and kitchens, while only some of the facilities have amenities like
outdoor playgrounds andports fields, teen centers, party rooms, snack bars, and indoor climbing

walls.

f East Portland Community Centéb,000ft2aquaticOS y (i S NJ & Aréek' feat®ed,S NI
lap pool, basketball courts, fithess room, gym, meeting room, kitchen, party room, rock

climbing wall, weight room, family changing room.

1 Federal Way Community Cent8ix lane lap pool, diving boaldjsure pool, three gyms,

steam room, multipurpose rooms, walking/jogging track, senior lounge, kitchen,

aerobics studio, weight room.

1 Lincoln City Community CentAquatic center, diving boards, spa (in process) rock

climbing wall, gymnasium, meeting nos, senior center, nearby outdoor sports fields.

1 Sherwood YMCA\quatic center, gym, meeting rooms, weight room, cardio room, snack
bar, childcare facility, outdoor playground, senior center, teen center, aerobic studios.

1 Southwest Portland Community Cemt&quatic center, lap pool, exercise studio, double
court gym, childcare center, multipurpose room with kitchen, party rooms, watershed
resource center, kitchen, party room, outdoor courtyard.

Operating Costs

The operating costs of the five comparableilities are listed in Table-@ below, ranging from

$965,000 per year to $3,617,575. The operating costs per square foot were also determined and

they range from $14.85 to $75.37 per square foot.

Table 4-6. Comparable Facilities, Operating Costs

Operating Costs Operating Costs

Name (2008) per Sq. Ft.

East Portland CC $2,481,635 $55
Federal Way CC Not available Not available
Lincoln City CC $965,000 $15
Sherwood YMCA $2,600,000 $47
Southwest Portland CC $3,617,575 $75
Average $2,416,053 $48

SourceCPW, 2009

Revenue

Table 47 shows the revenue for each facility, including the per visit revenue as well as the percent
of operating costs recovered from visitor revenue. The Sherwood YMCA was able to make up 100%

of its operating costs through user feeghile the other three that provided information were

between 39% and 58%.
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Table 4-7. Comparable Facilities, Revenue

Name Revenue (2008) Per Visit Revenue Cost Recovery (2008)

East Portland CC $1,422,595 $6 57%
Federal Way CC Not available Not available Not available
Lincoln City CC $380,000 $5 39%
Sherwood YMCA $2,600,000 $9 100%
Southwest Portland CC $2,105,808 $5 58%
Average $1,627,101 $6 64%

Source: CPW, 2009

Staffing

Table 48 shows the number of employees needed to staff the facilities. Lincoln City Community
Center, with tke smallest market area, is the facility with the most-futie staff but also the least
part-time staff. Southwest Portland Community Center had the most staff overall, which
corresponds with its relatively large market area. The Sherwood YMCA is fitg ¥eith the

market area most comparable to Canby, and it has &ifukk staff and 175 partime staff.

Table 4-8. Comparable Facilities, Employment

Name Full-time Part-time

East Portland CC 8 Not available
Federal Way CC Not available Not available
Lincoln City CC 16 16
Sherwood YMCA 8 175
Southwest Portland CC 9 250
Average 10 147

Source: CPW, 2009

KEY FINDINGS
The following is a list of key findings from the local supply and coabpafacility data presented in
this chapter:

1 Canby Swim Center is the only local public aquatic center, and it is scheduled to close in
2011.

1 The Canby Adult Center offers a number of programs and servicssrfar citizens,
but it does not offer fitnes programs or exercise equipment.

1 Regional supply of community centers is sparse, and none of the facilities offer all of the
programs and services that the proposed Canby Community Center will offer.

1 Only one facility within a hile radius of Canby, thBouthwest Portland Community
Center, offers a community center and sports field complex

1 Despite using other private facilities for exercise and recreation, survey respondents
indicated that they would use the proposed Canby Community Center.

There are nglans to build a comparable facility within a-frlle radius of Canby

Comparable facilities in the area researched average approxima&addp® square feet
andcost around $14 million.
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IMPLICATIONS

The lack of comparable facilities in the primary aedondary market area indicates that the
proposed community center would be walttended. Only one facility has all of the amenities
proposed for the Canby Community Center, which suggests that the market for gpompitise
community center and sportseld complex is not fully saturated in the region.

The closing of the Canby Swim Center may provide an ideal time to propose the bond measure to
support the Canby Community Center. After the Swim Center closes, there will be no large public
aguatic centes in Canby, leaving a large amount of demand unmet.

Comparable facilities are not ideal for comparisons in all respects. Careful analysis is needed to
extract useful data from the selected facilities in order to draw conclusions for the financial
feasibilty of the proposed facility.
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CHAPTER 5: PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

This chapter provides our preliminary feasibility analysis for the proposed Canby Community
Center. We begin by presenting rough construction cost estimates, then develop faslity
estimates which are combined with potential fee structures to determine the financial feasibility of
the proposed facility.

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

CPW developed rough construction cost estimdtased orreview of comparable facilitiesThe
estimates shown in Table-b are based on cost per square foot figures we received from our review
of comparables. We developed a range of estimates basedrange oftost per square foot
assumptions. These reflect design choices that the community \eititeally make during the
architectural and engineering phase of the project. We assumed a 50,000 square foot facility. We
did not include the cost of land in our estimates. This could vary substantially depending on the size
and location of the site andthether the Community Center is 4ocated with the sports fields.

Tablebv a K2 g a K2 g &onstruction dost Bdtimai&ased on cost per square foot and
facility size assumptions, we estimate the total construction cost of the facillhg toetveen $13.8
million and #6.3million. Obviously, the final design and location of the facility could result in a
total cost that is more or less than this range.

With respect to specific cost categories, our revigiother facilities indicates that ardeictural

and engineering costs typically range from 6 percent to 10 percent of the total project cost. We
assumed 8 percent, which yields design costs betwdeh(R)000 and %,320,000. Not

surprisingly, the building costs account for the majoritypadject costs. We assumed building costs
would be 80 percent of the total project costs. Other costs (permits, equipment, site preparation,
etc.) typically range from 10 percent to 20 percent of the total project cost. We assumed 12
percent.

Theconstrwction cost estimateshownin Table 51 are based on the preliminary facility concept
described in Chapter Il. Because we are not reviewing a specific facility on a specific site, the
construction cost estimates should be considered preliminsigre detdled estimates must be
developed during the design and engineering phase.

Table 5-1. Facility Cost Estimates?

Percent of Cost Per Square Foot
Cost Category Total Cost $ 275.00 $ 300.00 $ 330.00
Land Cost n/a n/a n/a n/a
Architectural & Engineering Cost 8% $ 1,100,000 $ 1,200,000 $ 1,320,000
Building Cost 80% $ 11,000,000 $ 12,000,000 $ 13,200,000
Other Cost 12% $ 1,650,000 $ 1,800,000 $ 1,980,000
Total Cost 100% $ 13,750,000 $ 15,000,000 $ 16,500,000

SourceCPW, 2009

1 These estimates are based on the facility concept described in Chapter 1.

Because the facility reviewed in this analysisnly at the conceptual stage, some change in the
final construction cost estimate is inevitable. The final facility design should include much more
detailed construction cost estimates. These more detailed cost estimates will includeitaiine

 [izs*  DRAFT:Canby Community Center Feasibility Analysis July 2010 Page |35




analyss for various facility components. This should result in a mefired cost estimate than the
dollars per square foot method we applied.

FACILITY USE ESTIMATES

The preliminary feasibility and cost recovery analysis is based, in part, on assumptiodsgega
facility use. Facility use estimates are in turn based upon a number of assumptions that will be
outlined throughout thissection First, we assume the final facility will adhere to the design
program outlined in Chapter Il of this report. Thisang that the facility will include an aquatic
center, gymnasium, and exercise equipment among other features. Implicit in this analysis is that
the facility will offer programs in all of these areas, it will be well managed, and it will perform like
compaable facilities.

The following shows the formula that wased for this basic use model:
1. Local Use RateMarket Area Populatior Estimated Market Area

2. Estimated Market Area Average Participation Days Per Yed&stimated Market Area
Days Per Year

3. Estmated Market Area Days Per YeaCapture Rate Estimated Facility Use Days Per
Year

To work through this equation, we assume that the frequency of participation in the market area is
similar to statewide patterns as reported by the NSGA and local participation rates reported on the
household survey. We also made assumptions about howhrotithe local use will be captured at

the proposed facility. In general, we used conservative capture rates in our estimates, and the
same rates were held constant for each scenario. Capture rates ranged from 0% for exercise
walking to 45% for swimminggjuatics.

Capture rates are based on a review of local supply and represent our best estimate of how much
local use might occur at the proposed facility.

The first step is to determine the size of the primary market area and estimate a capture rate for
that market areaTherefore, we established a range of possible use rates that form the foundation
of our analysis. This range is captunedhie scenarios described below.

Scenario A (High Participation)

This scenariassunesthat 70% of the total markt area population will use the proposed faciléty
least onceeach year. This figure reflects the percentage of household sueggpndentshat

indicated they would use the facility. CRMievesthat this figure to be artificially highecause (1)
respondents were likely to overestimate use, and (2) respondents that want the facility were more
likely to respond to the survey

Scenario B (Medium Participation)

This scenariassunesthat 50% of the total market area population will use the proposedlitsgdn
a given year. CPW considers this to reflect the average use scenario, which will result in
approximately 14,500 market area participagee Table 5.2).
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Scenario C (Low Participation)

This scenario operates under the assumption tHa#3of the btal market area population will use

the proposed facility. Based on current local supply and the level of public support for the facility,
CPW believes this scenario to represent the lower bounds of theeharka participant

population.

Table 5.2. Market Area Population Scenarios

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C
High Medium Low
Participation Participation Participation
2000 Canby School District Population 27,431 27,431 27,431
Estimated Market Area Population 27,431 27,431 27,431
Reported Use Rate 70% 50% 30%
Estimated Market Area Participants 19,202 13,716 8,229

SourceCPW 2009.

For each of these three use scenarios, CPW estimated the total annual visits to the proposed
facility. The facility estimates are shown in Table3&5.5. Using the median values of each
scenario, v estimate that the proposed facility would receive between 80,000 and 190,000 visits
annually during the first few years of operation.
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Table 5-3. Facility Use Estimates 1 Scenario A (High Participation)

Capture Rate

Estimated Use

Percent of . Average .
Estimated L Estimated
Activity/Program Survey Market Area Participation Market Area High Medium  Low High Medium Low
Respondents . Days Per
L Participants Days Per Year
Participating Year
Exercise Walking 76% 14,670 103.5 1,518,942 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 15,200 7,600 -
Swimming/Aguatics 27% 5,223 61.9 323,243 45.0% 40.0%  35.0% 145,500 129,300 113,100
Running/Jogging 40% 7,719 90.4 697,728 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 7,000 3,500 -
Treadmill/Stair Machine 37% 7,105 63.7 452,352 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 22,600 11,300 4,500
Weight Training 37% 7,105 52.8 375,338 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 18,800 9,400 3,800
Aerobics 26% 4,992 89.1 445,026 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 22,300 11,100 4,500
Basketball 25% 4,762 16.1 76,716 10.0% 5.0% 2.5% 7,700 3,800 1,900
Dance 21% 3,975 91.6 364,087 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 7,300 3,600 -
Yoga/Tai Chi/Pilates 20% 3,744 66.9 250,496 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 12,500 6,300 2,500
Rock Climbing 12% 2,266 n/a n/a 50.0% 40.0% 30.0% n/a n/a n/a
Volleyball 12% 2,266 21.7 49,145 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1,000 500 -
TOTAL VISITS 259,900 186,400 130,300

Source: NSGA Sports Participati®urvey 2009 CPWHousehold Survey2009
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Table 5-4. Facility Use Estimates 1 Scenario B (Medium Participation)

Capture Rate

Estimated Use

Percent of . Average :
Survey Estimated Participagtion Estimated
Activity/Program Market Area Market Area High Medium Low High Medium Low
Respondents . Days Per
L Participants Days Per Year
Participating Year

Exercise Walking 76% 10,479 103.5 1,084,959 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 10,900 5,400 -
Swimming/Aguatics 27% 3,731 61.9 230,888 45.0% 40.0%  35.0% 103,900 92,400 80,800
Running/Jogging 40% 5,514 90.4 498,377 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 5,000 2,500 -
Treadmill/Stair Machine 37% 5,075 63.7 323,108 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 16,200 8,000 3,200
Weight Training 37% 5,075 52.8 268,098 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 13,400 6,700 2,700
Aerobics 26% 3,566 89.1 317,876 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 15,900 8,000 3,200
Basketball 25% 3,401 16.1 54,797 10.0% 5.0% 2.5% 5,500 2,700 1,400
Dance 21% 2,839 91.6 260,062 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 5,200 2,600 -
Yoga/Tai Chi/Pilates 20% 2,675 66.9 178,926 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 9,000 4,500 1,800
Rock Climbing 12% 1,618 n/a n/a 50.0% 40.0% 30.0% n/a n/a n/a
Volleyball 12% 1,618 21.7 35,104 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 700 400 -

TOTAL VISITS 185,700 133,200 93,100
Source: NSGA Sports Participation Surn/2§09 CPWHousehold Survey2009
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Table 5-5. Facility Use Estimates 1 Scenario C (Low Participation)

Capture Rate

Estimated Use

Percent of . Average :
Survey Estimated Participagtion Estimated
Activity/Program Market Area Market Area High Medium Low High Medium Low
Respondents . Days Per
L Participants Days Per Year
Participating Year

Exercise Walking 76% 6,287 103.5 650,975 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 6,500 3,300 -
Swimming/Aguatics 27% 2,238 61.9 138,533 45.0% 40.0%  35.0% 62,300 55,400 48,500
Running/Jogging 40% 3,308 90.4 299,026 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 3,000 1,500 -
Treadmill/Stair Machine 37% 3,045 63.7 193,865 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 9,700 4,900 1,900
Weight Training 37% 3,045 52.8 160,859 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 8,000 4,000 1,600
Aerobics 26% 2,140 89.1 190,726 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 9,500 4,800 1,900
Basketball 25% 2,041 16.1 32,878 10.0% 5.0% 2.5% 3,300 1,600 800
Dance 21% 1,703 91.6 156,037 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 3,100 1,600 -
Yoga/Tai Chi/Pilates 20% 1,605 66.9 107,355 5.0% 2.5% 1.0% 5,300 2,700 1,100
Rock Climbing 12% 971 n/a n/a 50.0% 40.0% 30.0% n/a n/a n/a
Volleyball 12% 971 21.7 21,062 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 400 200 -

TOTAL VISITS 111,100 80,000 55,800
Source: NSGA Sports Participation Surn/2§09 CPWHousehold Survey2009
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As a crossheck on the use estimates presented abowe estimated usébased on attendance at
comparable facilities. Use at other facilities we reviewed ranged from 3 to 16 visits per person in
the market area. Table®shows estimates based on various visitation assumptions for each of the
three market aregopulation scenarios. Note that the central values in Taliefe similar tathe
centralranges presented in Tables 3¢ 5.5.

Table 5-6. Annual Use Estimates Based on Attendance
at Comparable Facilities

Estimated Annual Attendance
Annual Days Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Per Person (High) (Medium) (Low)
2 40,049 29,078 18,106
4 80,099 58,156 36,212
6 120,148 87,234 54,317
8 160,197 116,312 72,423
10 200,246 145,390 90,529

12 240,296 174,468 108,635
14 280,345 203,545 126,740
16 320,394 232,623 144,846

Source: CPW2009

REVENUE ESTIMATES

Determiningthe appropriate fee structure is an important component of facility management.
Market forces, the supply of competing facilities, and a number of other factors influence
community center fees. Additionally, fees follow basic principles of supply andriieand can
influence use. A community center should have a fee structure that allows access for all members
of the community, regardless of economic status. Therefore, the key issue to consider while
developing a fee structure is how to keep the fagidiffordable while still recovering a significant
percentage of operating and maintenance costs.

CPW reviewed a variety of data sources to assess potential fee structures for the proposed
community center. The CPW household survey specifically askemhdespts to indicate how

much they were willing to pay to use the facility. CPW also collected detailed fee structures from
comparable facilities. These are presented in Appendix E.

Table 56 shows a comparison of comparable drimpfees compared to theurvey average of
willingness to pay. Respondents from the Canby community survey indicated that they would pay
an average of $5 per visit, which is slightly more that the average fees of similar facilities, yet
consistent enough to demonstrate the siarity between comparable facility fees and market
information provided by the survey respondents.
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Table 5-7. Drop-in Fee Comparisons,
Comparables & Survey Data

User Type Average Range
Toddlers $ - $0.00 - $0.00
Children $ 360 $1.75-%6.00
Teens $ 550 $1.75-%$12.00
Adults $ 7.00 $3.50-%$12.00
Seniors $ 5.80 $3.25-$12.00
Average $ 438

Survey Average $ 5.00

SourcesCPWHousehold Survey009

This similarity is also observed when analyzing thesteectures of annual memberships compared
to survey data. Table&shows that at the facilities we studied, individual memberships cost $318
on average. Data collected from the Canby community survey indicates that respondents are
willing to pay $300 anonth for an annual membership at the proposed facility.

Table 5-8. Annual Membership Fee Comparisons,
Comparables & Survey Data

User Type Average Range

Toddlers $ - $0.00 - $0.00
Children $ 226.80 $152.00 - 245.00
Teens $ 292.00 $152.00 - $378.00
Adults $ 42280 $217.00 - $540.00
Seniors $ 332.00 $173.00 - $468.00
Average $ 318.40

Survey Average $ 300.00
SourcesCPWHousehold Survey2009 CPW 2009

While memberships and drejp fees make up a large percentage of communityteerevenue,

there are a number of other revenue sources that must be considered. These include program fees,
concessions, facility rentals, and charges for amenities like towels and lockers. Based on our
research of comparable facilities, we found tlia¢ average revenue generation per visit was
approximately $5.8. To account for economies of scale, this figure was adjusted by roughly 10%

for each scenario to create a range of-$b per visit.

Applyingthe revenue per visit data to our visitatiorsgémates yield a low revenue estimate of about
$400,000 (based on about 80,000 visits), a medium estimate of abot@,870 (based on about
135,000 visits), aha high estimate of about $140,000 pased on about 190,000 visits).

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Table 59 shows average operating and maintenance (O & M) costs at comparable facil@i&sM
costs at comparable facilities averaged approximately $1.2 million annually. The highest category

5 Certain facilities discussed in the Appendix D Comparables were omitted from this adalkys$o insufficient budget data.
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of operating and maintenance costs was personal ses/followed by utilities, which accounted for
nearly 16% of total O & M costs.

Table 5-9. O & M Costs of Select Comparable Facilities

Category Amount Percent of Total
Personal Services $ 735,610 60%
Supplies $ 38,659 3%
Purchased Services $ 71,139 6%
Marketing/Public Relations $ 14,549 1%
Utilities $ 201,731 16%
Capital Costs $ 77,659 6%
Maintenance/Repairs $ 65,068 5%
Other Expenses $ 27,004 2%

Total Expenses $1,231,417 100%

Source CPW, 2009

Based on our research of comparable facilities, we found that the average revenue generation per
visit wasapproximately $9.00To account for economies of scale, this figure was adjusted by
roughly 20% for each scenario to create a range of§/1 pervisit.

Applyingthe expenseper visit data to our visitation estimates yield a lewpenseestimate of
about 900,000 (based on about 80,000 visitsdaan high estimate of about $1.3 milligbased on
about 190,000 visits). Oaverage visitation estimatef 135,000 yields total O & M costs of $1.2
million and personal expensesafound $730,000 (see Table 5.10).

Table 5-10. O & M Costs Based on Average
Visitation Estimate

Expenses

Personal Services $ 725,803
Supplies $ 38,144
Purchased Services $ 70,190
Marketing/Public Relations $ 14,355
Utilities $ 199,041
Other Expenses $ 167,467

Total Expenses $ 1,215,000
Expense/Visit $ 9.00
Expense/Sq. Ft. $ 24.30

SourceCPW, 2009

To better assess the validity of this data, CPW conductedra rigorous analysis of the personal
services section of O & M costs for a community center. Based on staff counts and current wage
data provided by the Parks and Recreation Department of both the City of Eugene and the City of
Portland, we were able toonstruct a model of possible wage and benefit totals for the proposed
Canbycommunity center (see Table 3)1
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Table 5-11. Potential Personnel Configuration i Canby Community Center
Administration

Staff Category Salary Benefits Insurance # of Staff Total Cost
Director $ 55,620 $ 28,980 $ 12,000 13 96,600
Recreation Programmer  $ 46,100 $ 24900 $ 12,000 13 83,000
Programming Assistant ~ $ 35,600 $ 20,400 $ 12,000 13 68,000
Activity Coordinator $ 24,500 $ 10,500 $ - 2% 70,000
Office Coordinator $ 34,200 $ 19,800 $ 12,000 13 66,000
TOTAL 6 $ 383,600
Temporary & Part Time
Staff Category Hourly Rate  Annual Hours # of Staff FTE Total Cost
Temp Activity Coordinator  $ 9.50 1040 1 05 $ 9,880
Temp Office Coordinator  $ 10.53 1040 1 05 % 10,946
Instructor - Level 1 $ 9.50 1040 15 75 $ 148,200
Instructor - Level 2 $ 10.53 1040 10 5% 109,460
Instructor - Level 3 $ 13.55 1040 5 25 $ 70,460
TOTAL 5200 32 16 $ 348,946
GRAND TOTAL 22 $ 732,546

Sources: City of Eugene, 20@3ty of Portland, 200CPW, 2009

This model was based on staff counts and administrative structures at comparable facilities, and it is
important to note that facility managers will determine actual staff configurations. This model

shows that with a staff of 6 futime administrative erployees and the 32 pattime workers (16

FTE), personal services make up around $730,000 of total O & M costs.

PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY AND COST RECOVERY

One of the primary objectives of this report is to develop preliminary cost and revenue estimates
for the proposed Canby Community Center. Recognizing several uncertainties in this analysis, we
developed high, medium, and low estimates of revenues and expenses.

The operating and maintenance costs and revenues presented in this section are based on the
preliminary facility concept described in Chapter I, the CPW household survey results, and
information collected from comparable facilities. Because we are not reviewing a specific facility on
a specific site, the cost and revenue estimates should be dered preliminary.

Table 512 shows the preliminary cost and revenue estimates. The estimates are based on three
primary inputs: visitation, revenue per visit, and cost per visit. The visitation estimates are based on
the figures presented in Tables330 5.5. Revenue per visit estimates are based on a review of
revenues at comparable facilities and information collected from the household survey. The cost
per visit and the expenditure breakdowns are based on comparable facilities.

In the absencef detailed revenue breakdowns from the comparable facilities studied for this
report, CPW used revenue ratios developed from a previous study of 10 community centers in
Colorado (CPW, 189 The precise distribution of revenues will vary, and these figanes
provided as rough estimates.

One of the key assumptions built into the scenario in Tabl2 i5.2conomy of scale. To reflect
economies of scale for the facility we assumed that as visitation increases, revenue per visit
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increases and cost per viskcreases. Note that expense per visit fluctuates more than revenue
per visit due to the relatively inelastic nature of community center costs.

The scenarios suggest that the facility will achieve a cost recovery ratio of bets&eand36%.

This is cosistent with comparable facilities examined for this report. The annual revenue shortfall
would be betweerroughly $2@,000 and $500,000The median participation scenario shows a
budget shortfall of $470,000 and cost recovery of 6X86strecoveryfor comparable facilities we
analyzed for this projeatainged from 40 percent to 60 percent

Table 5-12. Preliminary Feasibility and Cost Recovery Analysis

Scenario C Scenario B Scenario A
Category (Low Participation) (Medium Participation) (High Participation)
Inputs
Visitation 80,000 135,000 190,000
Revenue Per Visit $ 500 $ 550 $ 6.00
Cost Per Visit $ 11.00 $ 9.00 $ 7.00
Revenues
Member Fees $ 161,954 $ 300,628 $ 461,570
Daily Admissions $ 109,296 $ 202,880 $ 311,492
Other Activities/Programs  $ 91583 $ 170,001 $ 261,011
Facility Rental $ 6,660 $ 12,363 $ 18,982
Equipment Rental $ 11,834 $ 21,967 $ 33,727
Concessions $ 5384 $ 9,995 $ 15,345
Other Revenue $ 13,288 $ 24,667 $ 37,872
Total Revenues $ 400,000 $ 742500 $ 1,140,000
Expenses
Personal Services $ 525,684 $ 725,803 $ 794,500
Supplies $ 27,627 $ 38,144 $ 41,754
Purchased Services $ 50,837 $ 70,190 $ 76,834
Marketing/Public Relations $ 10,397 $ 14,355 $ 15,714
Utilities $ 144,161 $ 199,041 $ 217,880
Other Expenses $ 121,293 $ 167,467 $ 183,318
Total Expenses $ 880,000 $ 1,215,000 $ 1,330,000
Financial Indicators
Profit (Loss) (480,000) (472,500) (190,000)
Cost Recovery 45% 61% 86%

SourceCPW, 2009

FINANCIAL RISK FACTORS

As with any project of this scale, there is a great deaisfwith respect to construction, operation

and maintenance. The results of our preliminary feasibility analysis suggest that costs are likely to
exceed revenues by between 14 and 55 percent. This is typical for facilities such as the proposed
communitycenter.

Based on our research, we identified several areas that have potential financial risk. These are
discussed in more detail below:
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Facility Design and Construction Costs

CAPRDBhould design the facility with functionality in mind. The buildiegidn has a significant
impact on facility costs. Review of comparables suggeststratruction costs foa 50,000

square foot facility for betweenZR5and £75per square foot. Costs above that level suggest that
the facility may have design elemearthat are not cost effective.

Fee Structures

Fees follow basic rules of supply and demand. Selecting an appropriate fee structure will impact
both use and revenues. Fees that are too high will tend to discourage facility usacditg
revenues.Fees that are too low will reduce revenussd increase the amount of subsidy needed

to break even Fees should be structured to accommodate the broad rangemécted users

Facility Staffing

Our analysis indicates that personnel expenses are typiteliargest single expense category for
this type of facility. An overstaffed facility will lead to unnecessary costs. Conversely, an
understaffed facility will be poorly maintained and supervised and may lack programs users
consider essential and maysdburage use.

Facility Maintenance

Survey respondents clearly indicated that a wedlintained and managed facility was essential to
their use decisions. Thus, the facility should be kept clean and equiphentd bemaintainedas
needed

SUMMARY

We estimate the facility will average between 80,000 and 190,000 visits annually during the first
five years of operation. These estimates are based on the preliminary design program detailed in
Chapter Il, and the assumption that the proposed facility i8 managed and adequately

maintained.

Our preliminary feasibility assessment suggests that the facility will not break even on operating
and maintenance costs (this does not include construction or other capital costs). The three
scenarios developed fohis analysis indicate O & M cost recoveries of betw&g¥ and36%.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Thischapter summarizeour key findings and presestacility-related recommendations that can
help assist the City of Canby, CAPRD, and attramunity partners in achieving its goal of
developing a community center in the Canby area.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

In this section we review the results of our analysis with respect to the initial facility concept
proposed in Chapter Il. The resuifsour research suggest that the initial scoping meetings held
with community stakeholders in 2008 gauged community needs with a high degree of accuracy.
This is not surprisingthe stakeholders included a wide cressction of local interestsBelow isa
summary of key findings from our research:

Facility Emphasis

The stakeholder groupitially identified the facility as youth and famityiented. The survey and
demographic data reinforce that objective. However, survey results also suggest thandesys
desire a broad range of activities that engage people of all ages.

The survey data indicate that the aquatic center is the most important component of the facility.
This is not surprising, the market area has limited aquatic facilities thataiéble to the general
public, and the primary facility, Canby Swim Center, is scheduled to close.

In addition, survey respondents indicated a strong preference for the facility to includathtatic
activities and spaces. Multurpose space was raeld the second most important component of
the facility.

Target Populations

Several demographic trends amgevantto the proposed facility. First, population has grown and is
expected to continug¢o grow over the next tetyears. Other things being equancreased

population equates to a larger base market and increased facility use.

lylrteaira 2F /lFyoeQa RSY23INILKAO&E akKz2ga | € NBS
older. At the county level, this segment of the population is expected tcegme rapidly in the next
tenyears.! & /I yoeQa LRLJAIGAz2zy O2yiAYy daffarproigkam$é IS A i
that are accessible to all activity levels.

The population of youth in the Canby School District has grown at a steady rat& iyepas. The
population of youth aged 1 17 years has increased approximately 20% between 1990 and 2000.
We expect updated 2010 Census data will confirm that this trend has continued in recent years. A
growing youth population has implications for gram offerings as well as demand.

Income level should also be considered when designing a facility to be accessible to all. Our
research indicates thafanby has a higher pengtage of low income residents compared to
Clackamas Countyeveloping a festructure that allows access for lenvcome members of the
community will ensure that price is not a barrier for some.

' [z DRAFT:Canby Community Center Feasibility Analysis July 2010 Page |47



Market Trends

Local survey results indicate that sports participation patterns in the market area are generally
similarto statewide @tterns. Many of the activities proposeat the community center are
moderategrowth activitiesandmany are higkparticipation activities both in terms of the number
of participants and the frequency of participation.

Emerging exercise activities like Yoga and Tai Chi appear to be popular in the Canby area. These
programs are beneficial to the design programs because they can attract a steady flow of users
and program fees yet do not require activityspecific capital @penditures.

Additionally, high growth activities like weightlifting, aerobic exercise, and exercising with
equipment are compatible with the facility concept. Each of these activities experienced significant
growth at the national level since 2006 (3%8%6). High participation activities are also compatible
with the proposed facility concept. Activities like exercising with equipment, swimming, and
working out at a club draw approximately 1 million Oregonians annually.

Emerging exercise activitiike Yoga and Tai Chi appear to be popular in the Canby area. These
programs are beneficial to the design programs because they can attract a steady flow of program
fees yet do not require activitgpecific capital expenditures.

Local Inventory

The inventory of local facilities found only limited facilities available for community use in the
market area. Moreover, no facilities contained the variety of activities the proposed Community
Center could host.

The lack of comparable local facilitisbeneficial to the proposed community center. The lack of
facilities suggests that a community center that accommodates a range of uses would attract
substantial use in the community..

Performance of Comparable Facilities

Several trends surfaced iuoreview of the comparable facilities. First, all of the facilities in similar
sized markets included aquatic facilities, gymnasiums, and-puigose space. All of these
components are a part of the proposed facility concept for the Canby CommumitgrCe

Second, and perhaps more importantbnly one of the facilities experienced full cost recovery
(Sherwood YMCA)In other wordsit is common for similafacilitiesto not generate enough
revenue to cover operating and maintenance costs. Cost eggavas generallg0 percent to60
percent.

Preliminary Financial Analysis

Based on facility costs of between®2and 825 per square foot, a 50,000 square foot facility will
cost between $3.8 million and $5.3 million to design and build. This assuntiest CAPRD will
identify an appropriate site with easy access to services. A smaller facility would cost less.

We estimate the facility will average between 90,000 and 180,000 visits annually during the first
five years of operation. These estimates based on a welnanaged and programmed facility.
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Our preliminary feasibility assessment suggests the facility will not break even on operating and
maintenance costs (this does not include construction or other capital costs). The three scenarios
indicateO & M cost recoveries of between 45 percent and 86 percent.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Theresults of this study suggest thatarket demand in th&€€anbyareacan support a community
center and sports field complex. Additionally, this facitigry be financially fe@sle provided

CAPRD can identify revenue sources to cover anticipated shortfalls and the cost of construction.
However, considerable work remains before a local community center can become a reality.

Based on our evaluation, CPW recommends a faciligppfoximately 50,000 square feet with the
amenities described in the design program. We do not recommend phasing development of the
facilityt the relative additional costs of building the naquatic portions of the facility are not
conducive to a phasedegtelopment program. The survey results suggest strong support for both
the aquatic and other elements of a community center.

Moreover, it complicates the process of financing the facility. If the region chooses to fund a portion
of the facility with a bod measure, there is a possibility that a phased approach would result in
failure of future project phases. In short, we recommend the stakeholders work to communicate
how the full community center meets the broad range identified community need# just those

of swimmers.

Following are some recommended next steps that CAPRD should implement to assist in the
completion of this project. Note that the recommendations do not reflect any specific priority or
schedule.

Develop aConciseProject Plan and Shedule

The project stakeholdershould establish a committee to develop a project plan and schedule
covering the period between completion of the feasibility analysis and the facility opening. This
should be completed in as much detail as possible aodlghdentify critical tasks and the timing
of each step. The schedule should be realibtit,should notallow too much time to complete
tasks which can result in a loss of momentum for the organization.

Develop Conceptual Rendering

The conceptual plapresented in this report is a verbal description of the facility. While the verbal
description was a necessary step to complete the feasibility assessment, it is inadequate to
communicate a vision to the community. A key next step will be to engage aiteatanal firm in
developing a floor plan, a site plan, and exterior renderings of the facility. Some communities have
used scale models to great effect.

Initiate Fundraising forDesign andengineering
One of the key next steps is to obtain funding foe thesign and engineering of the facility. A total
of between $..1and $1.3million will be required to develop the final plans.

Prepare aRequest for Proposals (RFP) fddesign andengineering of theFacility

Preparation of the RFP for this phase of tmejgct can and should be completed prior to obtaining
full funding. This will determine (1) how much money is needed for the design and engineering
phase; and (2) what the specific scope of this phase is.
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ConsiderHiring aFundraisingProfessional

CAPRDvill need to raisdetween #.3.8million and $.6.3million to develop the proposed
community center. Based on market area demographics, it is unttkatyhe entire amount can
be raised through local funds. A fundraising professional can develop@eloemsive fundraising
plan and should have insights into funding alternatives.

Establish dundraisingCommittee Comprised of aBroad CrossSection of the Local@nmunity
One portion of the project should be a local capital campaign, however small. suppalrt will be
essential in identifying and securing external funding. Thigpeégn should be overseen by a
fundraising committee comprised of a broad cra@gxtion of community representatives.

Identify aPreferred Sitgor Site9 for the Facility.

This should be completed before the RFP for design and engineering is distributed. The site
selected should be consistent with the site guides described in Chapter I\ key step will be to
conduct an inventory of suitable sites and develop sitengatiriteria prior to final site selection.

Develop a Funding Mechanism t@ver Operating andMaintenanceCosts

Our preliminary feasibility analysis suggests the facility will operate at a deficit of betv2€&n0H0
and $500,000. The administrative orgamationt probably the Canby Area Park and Recreation
Districtt will need to identifyan appropriate taxo cover this shortfall, and will need to plan when
this bond measuras put to a vote by the community.

ConductFocusGroups with Potential Users toFurther Refine Facility DesignPriorities

The more input the Canby community has in the design process, the better the facility will serve the
needs of the population. This step should be included as a part of the design and engineering work
program. Addional user surveys could also be included as a part of the work program.

Use the Survey &sults toDevelop Preliminary Programming for theFacility

The results of th&€anbycommunity survey provide a detailed baseline of data tB&PR[Ban use

to developpreliminary programming with. This data, combined with focus groups and information
from other local recreation providers can establish a solid foundation for the types of programs that
local residents would use the facility for.

ContinueWorking with a Broad Coalition of Local i@ups

CAPRDDas established a broad base of support in the community and represents a variety of
community interests. As the group progresses through the next stages of this project, it should
continue working withCanby Kids, &1 YMCA, the Canby School Distréetd other interested

parties to help ensure the vision of developing a local community center.

Design andSte the Facility in aWay that Accommodatesruture Expansion

The use estimates presented in this report represent a relatively conservative scenaridtlarioe
exception of aquatic activitiegall well within the 3 percent to 15 percent capture rates the YMCA
uses as typical guidelines. Use at the high endisfrdnge would have the facility operating

beyond capacity. The community center should be designed and sited to grow with the community
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APPENDIX A: DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS

Thisappendix presents demographic indicators including population, employment, income,
educatian, and school enroliment for Clackamas County antlierCanby School District. It focuses
on marlet areacharacteristics in theiy of Canby, the &hbyAreaParks andRecreation District
(CAPRDoundary, and a secondary market area. Demographic indicators help to assess potential
user demand.To complete this analysi€PW use data from the U.S. Censu8regon Employment
Division, Center for Population Research and Censascathe Portland State University.

POPULATION

Table Al shows population growth between 2000 and 2008 for Oregon, Clackamas County, and the
City of Canby. The data indicate thaadRamas County grew at anerage annualate of 1.3

percent during this period slightly faster than the state as a whol&€he City grew at a rate of 2

percent during this periodhe largest average annual growth among the three.

Table A-1. Population Trends, Oregon, Clackamas County, and City of Canby,
2000-2008

1990-2008 1990-2008 1990-2008 2000-2008

Area 1990 2000 2008 Change % Change AAGR AAGR
Oregon 2,842,321 3,436,750 3,791,075 354,325 10.31% 1.92% 1.23%
Clackamas County 278,850 340,000 376,660 36,660 10.78% 2.00% 1.29%
City of Canby 8,990 12,910 15,165 2,255 17.47% 3.69% 2.03%
City of Molalla 3,637 5,710 7,590 1,880 32.92% 4.61% 3.62%
City of Barlow 118 140 140 0 0.00% 1.72% 0.00%
City of Oregon City 14,698 26,200 30,405 4,205 16.05% 5.95% 1.88%
Clacksmas Co. 160,123 176,290 178,176 1,886 1.07% 0.97% 0.13%
Unincorporated
City of Wilsonville* 7,106 13,991 17,940 3,949 28.23% 7.01% 3.16%
City of Aurora 587 660 970 310 46.97% 1.18% 4.93%
City of Hubbard 1,881 2,500 3,125 625 25.00% 2.89% 2.83%
City of Donald 316 620 1,025 405 65.32% 6.97% 6.49%
Canby School District 23,309 27,431 n/a n/a n/a 1.64% n/a

* Portion of the City within Clackamas Co.

Source: 2007 Oregon Population Report Table 4. Population Estimates for Oregon and Its Counties and Incorporated Cities:
April 1, 199@lly 1, 2007Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State University

Table A2 shows population trends and projections for Oregon and Clackamas County between
2000 and 2040. The data indicate that Oregon will continue to grow until 2020, however, the
aveaage annuagrowth ratewill start to slow dowrafter 202Q and continues taleclineinto 2040.
The average annual growth rate for Clackai@asintyremains constant throughout the projection.
Factoring the current decline in housing market, the annuaiMgjncate may start to decline before
2020.
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Table A-2. Population Trends and Projections
Oregon and Clackamas County, 2000-2040

Oregon Clackamas County

Year Population ~ AAGR Population AAGR
2000 3,436,750 n/a 340,000 n/a
2010 3,843,900 1.2% 391,536 1.5%
2020 4,359,258 1.3% 460,323 1.6%
2030 4,891,225 1.1% 536,123 1.5%
2040 5,425,408 1.0% 620,703 1.5%

Source:Forecasts of Oregon's County Populations and Components of Change,
20002040 Office of Economic Analysis, DAS

TableA-3 shows the components of population change in Clackamas County between 2000 and

2040. A couple of important trends are evident in enumbersp CANBRGEZ /EFO1FYLF&A [/
population is forecast to grow by over 280,0€@n 82.6% increase between 20@0d 2040.

Second, net migration has been and will continue to be a major component of population change in
Clackamas County, witn estimatethat migrationwill account for70.8% of total population

growth between 2000 and 2040.

Table A-3. Components of Clackamas County Population Change, 2000-2040

Natural Net Net Total  Percent

Period Births Deaths Increase Migration Migration % Change Change AAGR

2000-2005 20,738 13,298 7,440 15,800 68.0% 23,240 6.84% 1.33%
2005-2010 23,153 14,466 8,687 19,609 69.3% 28,296 7.79% 1.51%
2010-2015 26,528 15,582 10,947 22,165 66.9% 33,112 8.46% 1.64%
2015-2020 29,092 16,924 12,168 23,507 65.9% 35,675 8.40% 1.63%
2020-2025 30,438 18,687 11,752 25,851 68.7% 37,603 8.17% 1.58%
2025-2030 31,431 20,969 10,462 27,736 72.6% 38,198 7.67% 1.49%
2030-2035 33,281 23,520 9,760 30,348 75.7% 40,108 7.48% 1.45%
2035-2040 36,380 25,617 10,763 33,709 75.8% 44,472 7.72% 1.50%
TOTAL 231,041 149,062 81,979 198,725 70.8% 280,703 82.6% 1.52%

Source U.S. Census, Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State University.

Table A4 presents population data for the Canby School Distiitte most recent data that exists

is from the 2000 Censughe data provide more focused population figures for the primary market
area of the proposed facility. The primary market ar€aanby School District contained about

27 A00 individuals in 2000. €&ICity of Canby grew faster than the Canby School District and
Clackamas County between 1990 and 2000.

Table A-4. Population Trends, Canby School District

Population Canby S.chool Canby Clackamas
District County
2008 N/A 15,165 376,660
2000 Census 27,431 12,910 340,000
1990 Census 23,309 8,990 278,850
AAGR 1990-2000 1.64% 3.69% 2.00%
AAGR 2000-2008 N/A 1.62% 1.03%

SourceU.S. Census, Oregon Prospector
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Table A5 shows population by age in 1990 and 2000 for thelfy School DistricMost age groups
are growing in population, some as much a;B3% (ages 564 and ages 85 and over,
respectively). Other large increases are for age5%5/579, and 8884. This shows an increasingly
aging population in Canby, espally noting that there have been negative or low growth trends for
younger age groups, especially those between 18 and 40.

Table A-5. Population by Age Category, Canby School
District, 1990-2000

Percent
Age 1990 2000 Change Change AAGR
Under Age 5 1,596 1,764 168 11% 1.01%
Age5to 9 1,768 2,012 244 14% 1.30%
Age 10to 14 1,836 2,251 415 23% 2.06%
Age 15t0 17 1,090 1,347 257 24% 2.14%
Age 1810 19 662 646 -16 2% -0.24%
Age 20to 24 1,233 1,307 74 6% 0.58%
Age 2510 29 1,423 1,340 -83 -6% -0.60%
Age 30to 34 1,724 1,650 -74 -4% -0.44%
Age 3510 39 1,942 2,002 60 3% 0.30%
Age 40 to 44 1,907 2,134 227 12% 1.13%
Age 45t0 49 1,665 2,098 433 26% 2.34%
Age 50 to 54 1,178 2,026 848 2% 557%
Age 5510 59 1,003 1,648 645 64% 5.09%
Age 60 to 64 1,071 1,168 97 9% 0.87%
Age 65 to 69 1,110 976 -134 -12%  -1.28%
Age 70to 74 827 993 166 20% 1.85%
Age 7510 79 605 933 328 54% 4.43%
Age 80 to 84 389 593 204 52% 4.31%
Age 85 + 280 513 233 83% 6.24%
TOTAL 23,309 27,401 4,092 18% 1.63%

Source2009 Canby School District Demographic Report

Figure Al shows population change for Clackamas County between 2000 and 2020 by age group.
Several groups are forecast to experience substantial changes. People from 65 tegpented

to increase by the most (almost 160 percent), while people betw#e and 54 are expected to
decline by as much as 10%.s apparent that older citizens of Clackamas County will experience
significant growth, while younger people are not growing as quickly.
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Figure A-11 Projected Population Change, Clackamas County, 2000 to 2020
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SourceOregon Office of Economic Analysis, 2009

EMPLOYMENT

According to a demographic study conducted by the Portland State Population Research Center,
most residents within the Canby School District commute outside of Canby to workfdreere

/[ yoeQa LRLMzZFdAz2zy ANRgOK fFNBSt@& RSLISYyRa 2y

Employment is an important factor in population growth and will affect the {argy demand for a
community center. Table-A shows labor force participation in 20@8d projected for 2013 in

Canby and Clackamas County. The data showthikainemployment rate is slightly lower in Canby
than it is in Clackamas County, which is interesting given the larger income of Clackamas County
residents However, both areas hawelower unemployment rate compared to the state of Oregon,
which as of June 2008 was 5.9% but has increased to the second highest unemployment rate in the
nation, 12.2%, in June 2009. It is likely that the projections did not take the current economic
downturn into account.

Table A-7. Labor Force Participation and Unemployment, Canby and Clackamas
County, 2008

2008 2013
Clackamas Clackamas
Canby County Canby County
Total Labor Force 7,981 211,185 8,715 228,069
Employed 7,598 (95.2%) 199,478 (94.5%)| 8,298 (95.2%) 215,383 (94.5%)
Unemployed 377 (4.7%) 11,353 (5.4%) 410 (4.7%) 12,303 (5.4%)

SourceOregon Prospector, 2009
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Table A8 shows the change in employment by industry between 2008 and 2009 for Clackamas
County. Trade, transpation, and utilities employ the most people in Clackamas County, with
government, manufacturing and education and health services high employers as well. The only
industry to gain jobs in this time period has been education and health services, whichdiotstr

the decrease in student enroliment in the Canby School District.

Table A-8. Employment by Industry, Clackamas County,

2008-2009

June 2009 June 2008 Percent Change
Total Nonfarm
Employment 140,600 150,000 -6.30%
Mining and Logging 200 200 0.00%
Construction 9,600 11,800 -18.60%
Manufacturing 17,100 18,700 -8.60%
Trade, Transportation,
and Utilities 31,400 33,300 -5.70%
Information 1,900 2,100 -9.50%
Financial Activities 9,100 9,900 -8.10%
Professional and
Business Services 16,000 17,400 -8.00%
Education and Health

Services 18,000 17,900 0.60%

Leisure and
Hospitality 13,600 14,400 -5.60%
Other Services 5,200 5,300 -1.90%
Federal Government 1,400 1,400 0.00%
State Government 2,200 2,200 0.00%
Local Government 14,900 15,400 -3.20%

SourceOregon Employment Department, 2009

Table A10 shows covered employment in Clackamas County for the perioceleet®001 and

2008. The data indicate that employment in Clackamas County has grown at a rate slightly higher
than population. Between 2001 and 2008, covered employment grew at an annual rate of 1.7
percent, while population grew at an annual rate of pefcent. It is unclear as to what the

economic recession will do to the average annual growth rate.
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Table A-10. Clackamas County Covered Employment, 2001-2008

Industry 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008*  AAGR

Natural Resources & Mining 4,167 4,364 4,530 4,904 4,770 4,812 5,018 6,029 5.4%
Construction 9,324 9,155 8,996 9,450 10,434 11,789 12,401 11,930 3.6%
Manufacturing 18,187 18,134 17,332 17,883 17,996 18,326 18,222 18,638 0.4%
Trade, Transportation & Utilities 32,471 31,463 30,535 31,804 33,219 33,324 33,574 33,321 0.4%
Information 1,725 1,647 1,502 1,596 1,544 1,678 1,986 2,070 2.6%
Financial Activities 8,302 8,158 8,477 8,404 9,012 9,013 8,314 7,836 -0.8%
Professional & Business Services 13,283 13,378 12,560 14,592 15451 16,332 17,310 17,492 4.0%
Education & Health Services 13,022 14,159 14,761 15,304 15,696 16,205 16,382 17,641 4.4%
Leisure & Hospitality 11,516 11,793 11,718 12,383 12,646 13,036 13,916 14,554 3.4%
Other Services 5426 5444 5277 5,536 5,664 5,589 5,749 5,550 0.3%
Private Non-Classified 79 83 86 54 64 67 79 79 0.0%
Federal Government 2,005 2,045 1,867 1,284 1,254 1,282 1,288 1,405 -5.0%
State Government 1,095 1,051 1,033 1,505 2,630 2,165 2,162 2,235 10.7%
Local Government 13,398 13,085 12,839 13,075 13,244 13,394 13,857 12,109 -1.4%
Total 134,000 133,959 131,513 137,774 143,624 147,012 150,258 150,889 1.7%

SourceCovered Employment & PayrolBregon Employment Departmer009

INCOME

Table All slows per capita personal income for the period between 2000 and 2006 in Clackamas
County. The data show that Clackamas County has historically had a higher per capita income than
the state as a whole. However, the data suggest that this trend may baidecliper capita

income as a percentage of state income decreasehfL30% percent in 2001 to 124f062006.

The reasons for this trend may be due to higher average annual growth rate of Oregon compared to
the growth rate of the County. Per capita incoofeéDregon grew at an average annual rate of

4.7%, while Clackamas County only grew by 3.9% are unclear. The annual growth rate reinforces
this finding: per capita income of Oregon grew at an average annual rate of 4.7 percent, while Polk
County grew at th lower annual rate of 3.9 percent.

Table A-11. Per Capita Personal Income, 2000-2006
Clackamas Percent of

Year Oregon

County Oregon
2000 28,096 36,568 130%
2001 28,518 35,658 125%
2002 28,931 35,316 122%
2003 29,565 35,973 122%
2004 30,621 37,631 123%
2005 31,599 39,116 124%
2006 33,299 41,378 124%
AAGR 4.7% 3.9% 83%

Source: Oregon County Economic Indicators, Oregon Employment Department

Table A12 shows total household income for Canby and Clackamas County in 2008 and projected
for 2013. The data indicate that Canby has a higher percentage of residents in the lower income
brackets. 32.8% of households in Canby make less than $50,000 a year, whereas only 27% of all
Clackamas County residents are in the same income brgdkate: Themost recently available

income data for the Canby School District is from the 2000 Census.)
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Table A-12. Total Household Income, Canby and
Clackamas County, 2008 - 2013

2008 2013
Clackamas Clackamas
Canby County Canby County
Under $10,000 4.0% 3.9% 3.5% 3.5%
$10,000 - $19,999 8.4% 6.1% 7.6% 5.3%
$20,000 - $29,999 9.4% 7.7% 8.5% 6.5%
$30,000 - $39,999 11.0% 9.3% 10.2% 8.0%
$40,000 - $49,999 9.9% 9.5% 7.9% 8.4%
$50,000 - $59,999 12.6% 9.4% 13.5% 9.7%
$60,000 - $74,999 11.6% 11.6% 10.6% 10.4%
$75,000 - $100,000 13.4% 14.2% 13.5% 14.3%
Over $100,000 19.8% 28.4%| 24.8% 33.8%

SourceOregon Prospector, 2009

EDUCATION

Table A13 shows-12 school enroliment inhe CanbySchool DistrictThe enroliment in the Canby
School District decreased by 107 between the 200@8 and 2002009 school years, with a slight
increase in middle school enroliment and decreases in elementary and high school enrollments.
Total enollment decreased by about two percent between the two years.

Table A-13. Canby School District Enrollment, Change by School Year

Grades 2007-2008 2008-2009 Change Percent Change
Grades K - 5 2,273 2,173 -100 -4.40%
Grades 6 - 8 1,148 1,169 21 1.83%
Grades 9- 12 1,693 1,665 -28 -1.65%

Total Enrollment 5114 5,007 -107 -2.09%

SourceOregon Department of Education

Table Al4 shows educational attainment for the Canby School District and Clackaumaty tr

residents age 25 and over. The Canby School District has slightly lower numbers of residents with
KAIK aOKz22f RS3INBSAE YR KAIKSNI YR o6F OKSf 2NDa
Clackamas County. The largest difference between theisvamnong residents with &"9yrade

education or below, which is five percent higher in the Canby School District compared to
Clackamas County.
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Table A-14. Educational Attainment for Residents over Age 25, 2007

Canby School District| Clackamas County

Category Number Percent | Number  Percent
< Grade 9 1,624 7.48% 7,150 2.82%
Grade 9-12 1,264 5.82% 16,419 6.48%
High School 6,128 28.23% 64,248 25.35%
Some College 5,633 25.95% 68,409 26.99%
Associate's Degree 1,434 6.61% 18,944 7.47%
Bachelor's Degree 4,050 18.66% 51,121 20.17%
Graduate Degree 1,572 7.24% 27,201 10.73%
Total 21,705 100%| 253,492 100%
High school graduate or higher 18,817 86.69% 229,923 90.70%
Bachelor's degree or higher 5,622 25.90% 78,322 30.90%

SourceAmerican Community Surveyy@arEstimates, U.S. Census Bureau
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APPENDIX B: SPORTS PARTICIPATION TRENDS

This appendix presents participation levels for a variety of sports that could be accommodated by
the proposedcommunity center andgports field complex. Participation levels helprtdicate

potential use demands. This data was obtained from20@8market research conducted by
National Sporting Goods Association (NSGA).

METHODS
The sports participation data described in this appendixfar¢he following activities

=

Aerobic exer@ing
Baseball

Basketball

Exercise with equipment
Exercise walking
Football

Running and jogging
Soccer

Softball

Swimming
Volleyball
Weightlifting

=4 =4 =4 =4 A A4 4 -4 -4 A4 A

Yoga

Varying levels of information were available for each of the above sports. National and state levels
of participation were obtained from the National Sporting Goods Association (NSGA). The NSGA
performs an annual household survey to assess athletics participation. Whenever possible, this
appendix also presents data time local level of participation.

SPORTS PARTICIPATION TRENDS

Table Bl presents the national participation trends for some sports which could be offertgk at
proposedcommunity center angports field complex. The numbers represent individuals who
participate in the given sport more #&m once during thgiven year Exercise walking continues to
have the highest level of total participation. Weight lifting andning/joggingexhibit the fastest
annual growth rate. On thether hand in-line skating demonstrated a sharp decline in
participation from 2000. Basketball remains the leading steam sport by participation.
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Table B-1. 1998-2008 National Sports Participation (in millions)

Activity 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 AAGR
Aerabic Exercising 25.8 26.7 29 29.5 33.7 36.2 3.4%
Baseball 15.9 15.6 15.6 15.9 14.6 15.2 -0.4%
Basketball 29.4 27.1 28.9 27.8 26.7 29.7 0.1%
Bicycle Riding 43.5 43.1 39.7 40.3 35.6 44.7 0.3%
Billiards/Pool 32.3 325 33.1 34.2 31.8 31.7 -0.2%
Bowling 40.1 43.1 42.4 43.8 44.8 49.5 2.1%
Camping 46.5 49.9 55.4 55.3 48.6 49.4 0.6%
Cheerleading 3.1 n/a n/a 3.8 3.8 2.9 -0.7%
Dart Throwing 20.8 17.4 18.5 n/a n/a n/a -2.9%
Exercise Walking 77.6 81.3 82.2 84.7 87.5 96.6 2.2%
Exercising with Equipment 46.1 44.8 46.8 52.2 52.4 63 3.2%
Football 8.1 8 7.8 8.6 10.1 105 2.6%
Inline Skating 27 21.8 18.8 11.7 10.5 9.3 -10.1%
Martial Arts 4.6 54 4.2 4.7 n/a n/a 0.4%
Racquetball 4 3.2 n/a n/a 4 n/a 0.0%
Running/Jogging 225 22.8 24.7 26.7 28.8 35.9 4.8%
Soccer 13.2 12.9 13.7 13.3 14 155 1.6%
Softball 15.6 14 13.6 125 12.4 12.8 -2.0%
Swimming 58.2 58.8 53.1 53.4 56.5 63.5 0.9%
Target Shooting 18.9 16.9 18.9 19.2 19.1 20.3 0.7%
Tennis 11.2 10 11 9.6 104 12.6 1.2%
Volleyball 14.8 12.3 115 11.8 111 12.2 -1.9%
Weight Lifting n/a 22.8 25.1 26.2 32.9 375 6.4%
Workout at Club 26.5 24.1 28.9 318 34.9 39.3 4.0%
Wrestling n/a n/a n/a n/a 3.2 n/a n/a
Yoga n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 16 n/a

Source: NSGA (all NSGA data does not include thmoi the age of 7)

TableBd+ LINBaSy(a hNB3I2y Qafor 40082 Aslseen ihJrabldBlegeicikd G A 2y R {
walking is theexercisemost participated in followed by swimming and running/joggimgOregon
Exercise/walking is also the most frequly participatedin activity (once every three days on

average), followedby exercising with equipment (onexeryfour dayson average).

Running/jogging and aerobic exereigere also participated in on a consistent bgisth once

everyfive dayson averagg. Based on Table-B, exerciseactivities listed belovare participatedin

at least once a week on averageOregon

Exercise walking
Running/Jogging
Aerobic exercising

Exercising with equipment

= =2 =4 =4 =4

Volleyball
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Table B-2. Oregon Sports Participation in 2008

Number of Participants Average Participation Frequency

Activity (in thousands) Days per Person (once every X days)

Exercise Walking 1,528 103.54 4
Exercising with Equipment 950 63.67 6
Swimming 736 61.89 6
Workout at a Club* 725 69.82 5
Aerobic Exercising 485 89.14 4
Running/Jogging 468 90.39 4
Weight Lifting 429 52.83 7
Yoga 394 66.90 5
Basketball 316 16.11 23
Baseball 183 60.00 6
Softball 131 62.80 6
Soccer 127 45.07 8
Volleyball 110 21.69 17
Football 74 42.70 9

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

* Participants for this activity may/may not have participated in other activities that are provided at a clulexergise with
equipment or weightlifting.

Exercise Walking

Exercisavalking is the mostvidely participatedin activity in Oregon with ovet.5million residents
participating an average of once every falays in 208. Table B3 shows that among those who
participated in exercise walkingyer39% participated frequentlymore than 110 day per yeaand
the averageannualparticipation day of total participantswasabout 104 days per persoywhich is
the highest among all the sports activities summarized in this report.

Table B-3. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Exercise
Walking Participation (In thousands)

Exercise Walking Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 347 23%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 586 38%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 594 39%
Total 1,528 100%
Average participation days per person 103.54 -
Frequency of participation 4 -
Total participation days 158,170 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Swimming
In 20@B, over730,000residentsswam in Oregon and a quarter of them swam on a frequent basis
(over 110days per year). On average, participants swam about 62 days a year in 2008.
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Table B-4. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Swimming
Participation (In thousands)

Swimming Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 429 58%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 125 17%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 182 25%
Total 736 100%
Average participation days per person 61.89 -
Frequency of participation 6 -
Total participation days 45,566 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Running and Jogging

Table B5 shows that ir2008 more than450,0000regonians ran or joggddr exercise The
averageannualnumber of participation days wasser 90days,and a majority (70%) of runners and
joggers participated 25 days or more a year

Table B-5. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Running and
Jogging Participation (In thousands)

Running & Jogging Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 140 30%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 176 38%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 151 32%
Total 467 100%
Average participation days per person 90.39 -
Frequency of participation 4 -
Total participation days 42,292 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Soccer

Table B6 shows that 127,00@regonians played soccer2008 The majority (57%) of participants
played soccer on a frequent basis (more than 40 days a year) and participants played soccer an
average of 45 days in 2008.

Table B-6. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Soccer
Participation (In thousands)

Soccer Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 20 16%
Occasional (10-39 days/year) 34 27%
Frequent (40+ days/year) 73 57%
Total 127 100%
Average participation days per person 45.07 -
Frequency of participation 8 -
Total participation days 5,734 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sp&asticipation Report, 2009
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Basketball

As shown in Table-B, over 300,000 Oregonians participated in basketball in 2008. On average,
basketball participants play once every 23 days (16 days a year). This is the lowest average of all
sports and activitiethat were studied for this report. Following the national trend, however,
basketball is the most widely participated team sport in Oregon. This implies that basketball draws
a large number of participants, but that individuals that play basketball @paie less often

relative to other team sports.

Table B-7. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Basketball
Participation (In thousands)

Basketball Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 152 48%
Occasional (10-49 days/year) 116 37%
Frequent (50+ days/year) 47 15%
Total 315 100%
Average participation days per person 16.11 -
Frequency of participation 23 -
Total participation days 8,106 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Aerobics Exercising

Table B3 showsh NB 3 geyfifica participatiorfor 2008. Around 480,000 people in Oregon

engaged in aerobics exercise, and a majority (66%) of participants did so at least 25 days a year. On
average, participants engaged in aerobic exercise 89 days a year, or about once eveays$our

Table B-8. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Aerobics
Participation (In thousands)

Aerobic Exercising Number Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 175 36%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 106 22%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 204 42%
Total 485 100%
Average participation days per person 89.14 -
Frequency of participation 4 -
Total participation days 43,267 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Exercise with EqQuipment

Table B9 showsparticipation information for exercise involving @gment (e.g., treadmills and
elliptical machines) in Oregon. &gising with equipmenis the second most frequently
participatedin sports activityin Oregorafter exercise walkingParticipants exercise with
equipment once every stkays on averagés4 days/year), anthe majority of participants (69%)
exercise with equipment at least 25 days a year.
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Table B-9. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Exercise with
Equipment Participation (In thousands)

Exercising with Equipment Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 289 30%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 498 52%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 163 17%
Total 950 100%
Average participation days per person 63.67 -
Frequency of participation 6 -
Total participation days 60,465 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Biadtion Report, 2009

Weight Lifting
Table B1Orepresentsweight lifting participation trends in Oregorn 2008, 429,000 people
participated in weight lifting, and a majority (56%) of them participated infrequently.

Table B-10. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Weight
Lifting Participation (In thousands)

Weightlifting Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (6-24 days/year) 242 56%
Occasional (25-109 days/year) 132 31%
Frequent (110+ days/year) 54 13%
Total 429 100%
Average participation days per person 52.83 -
Frequency of participation 7 -
Total participation days 22,639 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Volleyball

Table B11 indicates thafi10,000 Oregonians participated in volleybalP®08 Participants played
volleyball an average of 22 days each year, which by NSGA standards is considered frequent.

Table B-11. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Volleyball
Participation (In thousands)

Volleyball Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-4 days/year) 39 35%
Occasional (5-19 days/year) 29 26%
Frequent (20+ days/year) 42 38%
Total 110 100%
Average participation days per person 21.69 -
Frequency of participation 17 -
Total participation days 2,388 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sp&asticipation Report, 2009
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Football

Table B12 shows the number of participants who played footbaR@®8 Nearly 74,000

Oregonians played football in 2008, and about 45% played 40 days or more each year. Football is
the team sport with the lowest péicipation in Oregon.

Table B-12. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Football
Participation (In thousands)

Football Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 20 27%
Occasional (10-39 days/year) 8 11%
Frequent (40+ days/year) 45 61%
Total 74 100%
Average participation days per person 42.70 -
Frequency of participation 9 -
Total participation days 3,196 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Baseball

Table B13shows the number of participants who playkdseball in 208. Approximately 183,000
Oregonians participated in baseball, and over a third (36%) of participants played on a frequent
basis.

Table B-13. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Baseball
Participation (In thousands)

Baseball Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 32 17%
Occasional (10-49 days/year) 86 47%
Frequent (50+ days/year) 66 36%
Total 183 100%
Average participation days per person 60.00 -
Frequency of participation 6 -
Total participation days 1,564 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Associati®ports Participation Report, 2009

Yoga

Table B14 shows there were94,000yoga participants in Oregon #8008 The majority of yoga
participants participated in yoga more than 50 days during 2008, and they participated an average
of 67 days per year (oBevery 5 days on average).
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Table B-14. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Yoga
Participation (In thousands)

Yoga Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 90 23%
Occasional (10-49 days/year) 82 21%
Frequent (50+ days/year) 222 56%
Total 394 100%
Average participation days per person 66.9 -
Frequency of participation 5 -
Total participation days 26,347 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

Softball

Nearly 131,000 Oregonians reported that thagyed softball i2008 Table BL5 showsthat the
majority (60%) of softball playeparticipated ona frequent basis40 days or more gean.
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Table B-15. 2008 Oregon Frequency of Softball
Participation (In thousands)

Softball Number  Percent of Total
Infrequent (2-9 days/year) 19 15%
Occasional (10-39 days/year) 34 26%
Frequent (40+ days/year) 79 60%
Total 131 100%
Average participation days per person 62.8 -
Frequency of participation 6 -
Total participation days 8,246 -

Source:National Sporting Goods Association Sports Participation Report, 2009

IMPLICATIONS

The proposedommunity center and sports field complex could accommodate a variety of
activities. This appendix focused sports participation levels and trends as an indicator of
potentialdemand of such activities at the proposed faciliti€pecifically, we reviewed the
following activities: exercise walking, swimming, running/jogging, soccer, basketbalkpwioak

club, aerobic exercising, exercising with equipment, weightlifting, volleyball, football, baseball, in
line roller skating, yoga, and softball.

5 40F FNRY GKS blFdA2ylf {LRNIOAY3I D22Ra ! 3a20AF GA
indicate that participation in some activities continues to increase, while others decline. Increases
in participation can translate into the need for addital facilities.

INDIVIDUAL ACTIVITIES
Both the national trend data and the 2008 Oregon data indicate participation of the following
individual activities is either high or growing rapidly:

1 Exercise walking

M Aerobic exercise
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Swimming

Exercise with eqpment
Working out at a club
Weightlifting
Running/jogging

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =

Yoga

Although there are not enough data to provide an accurate trend for yoga participation, it appears
that the participation rate has increased drastically between 2007 and 2008, which indicates that
the participation rate may continue to increase in the figand additional facilities may be

needed.

Both weightlifting and exercising with equipment tend to draw large amounts of participants in
Oregon, but most participants engage in these activities either occasionally or infrequently.

Swimming appears tbe extremely popular in Oregon, and a significant amount (25%) of
participants swim on a frequent basis (110 days or more a year). This suggests that aquatic facilities
will be weltutilized if offered at the proposed community center.

Both running/joggig and aerobic exercise have seen large average annual growth rates in the past
ten years (4.8% and 3.4% respectively) at the national level. These activities also attract a large
amount of participants at the Oregon level, suggesting that they wouldopelar in the Canby
community as well.

TEAM SPORTS

Soccer and basketball appear to be the most popular team sports in the nation as well as in Oregon.
National trends indicate that football is the fastest growing among team sports. Softball, volleyball,
and baseball indicated a decline in growth over the past ten years.

In Oregon, basketball draws the largest amount of participants (315,000) of any team sport, yet it
also has the lowest frequency of participation. Participants only play basketbaleeagavof 16

days each year. This implies that basketball courts should be readily available 4@anoor non
league use in order to provide access to recreational player

Nationally, soccer has experienced the greatest participation growth of any tparhssnce 2007.

At the state level, a majority (57%) of participants indicated that they play soccer frequently (40
days or more a year). Assuming that these trends apply to the Canby area, this data suggests that
offering facilities for outdoor socces necessary.

Oregonians play baseball and softball more days each year, on average, than any other team sport
(60 days and 63 days each year respectively). This implies that an outdoor baseball field as an
essential aspect of any sports field complexy ahould be considered for the Canby complex.

Unfortunately, the NSGA does not provide complete data on lacrosse participation. It does report,
however that over a million individuals played lacrosse in 2007. Anecdotally, it appears that
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lacrosse has gmen in popularity both nationally and at the state level in the past ten years.
Because lacrosse can be played on the same field as football or soccer, additional facilities will not
be required to accommodate the sport, making it an attractive sport terddt the sports field

complex.
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APPENDIX C: RESULTS OF THE CAPRD HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

This appendix presents the results of a survey administered to randomly selected households in the
Canby Area Park and Recreation District (CAPRD) boundary. Commumigg™&orkshop (CPW)
surveyed area residents to gather information on sports participation patterns and attitudes
concerning the proposed Community Center/sports field complex. The survey is intended to
supplement demographic and market information gathetfeom other sources in order to assess
demand for the proposed community center and sports field complex.

METHODS

CPW worked closely with thaty staff and a group of stakeholdeissdevelop the survey

instrument. The initial draft of the survey waaded on review of similar surveys, background
research, interviews with facility managers, and input from the Canby city staff. Throughout the
development of the survey instrument, CPW reviewed the instrument @itthstaff and the
stakeholder group Acopy of the survey instrument is providedAppendix €l.

The surveyocused orhouseholdsn Canby and the surrounding Canby Area Park and Recreation
District We usedClackamas Countyoter registration datdo obtain our sample. This source
includesthe namesand addresses of all registered voters ageaf8 overin Clackamas CountyVe
randomly selected 500 names from theegistrationlist. This list was carefully scrutinized to
eliminate duplicate names and addresses. The survey was administgmail during Apr2009

We received 246 valid responses, a 16.4 percent response rate. This response had a 6.2% margin of
error with a confidence interval of 95%.key issue in the administration and analysis of sample

surveys is response biasolie were to assume that the sample was perfectly random and that

there was no response bias, then the survey would have a margin of eftéfoft the 95%

confidence level. In simple terms, this means that if survey were conducted 100 times, the results
would end up withirfpss 2F GK2aS LINBaASYiSR Ay (KAa NBLRZNIO®
methodology is potential nomesponse bias from the mailed survey.

The survey results represent higher percentages of females and college educated residents in
Canby than reported by the Oregon Prospector database in 2009. Moreover, it does not include
Canby residents that were not registered to vote in 2009. Despitsetla@eas of potential response
bias, our assessment is that the results provide an accurate representation of the attitudes and
opinions of Canby residents in 2009.

Due to the fact that voter registration information was used, a limitation of this sus/agdessing
respondents under the age of 18. To capture information about youth sports activities, the
guestions within the survey tool were directed towards the activities of an entire household.
Furthermore, CPW used a stratified sampling techniqué weaghted answers from younger
respondents more heavily than those from older respondents.

Additionally, because the survey relies on sefforted information, it is inherently limited by issues
like false reporting, poor memory, and misinterpretationqoiestions.
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RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

While 246 individuals responded to the survey, several questions were designed to capture
information at the household level. As a result, the survey actually represents sports participation
information for 367 peop (113 people under the age of 18, 204 between the ages of 18 and 65,
and 50 people over 65). The majority of the respondents were female (70% female, 30% male).

About 80 percent of the respondents lived in Canby, and 66 percent of those residents litvied wi
the Canby city limits. Oregon City and Aurora were the next most common places respondents
lived. Respondents have lived in the Canby area for an average of 18 years (with answers ranging
from a few months to 81 years).

Over 83 percent of respondentsported having some college education and 35 percent reported
being employed fultime. The median income range of respondents was between $60,000 and
$100,000 per year.

When discussing survey results based upon a population sample, it is importaantifyiind

describe the demographic characteristics of the sample, and compare them to the characteristics of
the population as a whole. Significant demographic differences that may exist between the sample
and the population as a whole could indicate es@d response bias.

Figure €L shows the age distribution of respondents compared to the general population in Canby
A comparison of the age distribution of the survey sample and the age distribeftiGanbyshows

that all age groupsver 29years wereoverrepresented in the sample, while age groups between

20 and29yearswere underrepresented. Higher response rates among older residents are
common in surveys like theanby Community Center and Sports Field Conflexey.

6 The sample frame for the survey was registered voters in the Canby Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Thus, the sample was
intended to include individuals aged 18 or older. Moreover, not all individuals 18 or over are regjisie/ote. VVoter

registration records for Canby indicate that approximately 8,264 residents were registered to vote in 2009. The 2009 Oregon
Prospector community profile reported that Canby had about 10,900 residents aged 18 and over in 2009.
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Figure C-1. Age of Survey Respondents
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Source: Canby Community Center and Sports Field Complex Survey, CPW, 2009
Oregon Prospector, Canby Community Profile, 2008

The gender distribution of 2@survey respondents hadragher percentage of femaldékan the
gender distribution ofCanby residents in 28@&s reported by the Oregon Prospector database.
Table €1 shows that females accounted for 70% of the survey respondents and 51% of Canby
residents.

Table C-1. Gender of Survey Respondents

2009 2008
Gender Survey Population
Male 30% 49%
Female 70% 51%

Source: Canby Community Center and SpdField Complex Survey, CPW, 2009
Oregon Prospector, Canby Community Profile, 2008

Figure & shows length of residency of survey respondents. The results indicate that many long
term residents responded to the Canby Community Center and SportsJeaeiglex Survey. Nearly
30% of respondents have lived in Canby for more thagears. Approximately 2% of the
respondents, however, have lived in CanbyJar fewer years.
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Figure C-2. Residency of Survey Respondents
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¢CKS adNBSe faz2z alSR lo2dzi NBaARSyGaQ SyLX2evyvYS$
taxes. Figur&3 shows employment status, as reported by survey respondents. The most

frequently selected response (about¥%7of all responses) wasS Y LI 2@ SR 2dziaA RS [/ Iy
28% of respondents indicated they were retired, while 18% indicated they were employed in Canby.

Figure C-3. Employment Status of Survey Respondents
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Source: Canby Community Center and Sports Eletdplex Survey, CPW, 2009

FigureG4 shows the household income distribution for survey respondeatspared to 2009 data

from the Oregon Prospector databas&his data shows that while households earning less than
$10,000 annually were adequately represed in this survey, households earning between $10,000
and $59,000 were undeepresented. Over 8% of respondents reported earning more than

$50,000 annually. The 2000 Census reported that about 45% of Canby households earned $50,000
or more in2008.
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Figure C-4. Total Household Income Comparison, 2008

Source: Canby Community Center and Sports Field Complex Survey, CPW, 2009
Oregon Prospector, Canby Community Profile, 2008

SURVEY FINDINGS

The following sections summarize the responses from the mailed survey. The survey included 27
jdzSaidAz2ya NBfIFIGSR (2 (GKS NBaLRYyRSyGaQ Odz2NNBYy i
amenities of the proposed facilities, and a number of other tapiteese questions were divided

into the following sections:

Current Sports Participation

Current Facility Use

Desired Community Center Characteristics

Future Community Center Use

Desired Sports Field Characteristics

=4 =4 =4 =4 A =

Future Sports Field Use
1 Facility Sitig

The survey analysis will be grouped by the same categories. The reader will note that many of the
guestions in our survey allowed the respondent to offer ojgerled comments. When applicable,
these comments are summarized in this report. A list ob&em responses can be found in

Appendix €L of this report.

Current Sports Participation

The purpose of this section was to collect data on current sports and activity trends in the Canby
area. Apart from identifying sports and activities that are popalaong Canby residents, this
aSOGA2y |faz2 KStLa (2 FraasSaa (GKS NBaLRyRSyGaoQ
commitment they have to each sport.
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